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April 2, 2018 
 

WORKSHOPS (City Council Chambers)  
 
Councilmember Turlay was absent for workshops.  
 
4:00-5:15 p.m.  OREGON VALUE PRICING FEASIBILITY STUDY UPDATE 
 
Council met with Judith Gray, Value Pricing Project Manager for the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT), and Rebecca Kennedy, the City’s Long Range Planning Manager.  
 
Summary 
ODOT staff provided Council with an update of the Oregon Value Pricing Feasibility Study process and 
outcomes to date.  City staff provided Council with an overview of proposed policy guidelines for the City 
in moving forward as a participant in the value pricing study. (Rebecca Kennedy, 487-7896) 
 
5:15-6:00 p.m.  CDBG & HOME PROGRAM: 2018 ACTION PLAN & FUNDING RECOMMENDATION 
 
Council met with Peggy Sheehan, Community Development Programs Manager, and Bryan Monroe, 
Associate Planner.  
 
Summary 
Staff provided Council with an update on the annual CDBG and HOME program and an overview of the 
proposed funding recommendations for 2018. (Peggy Sheehan, 487-7952) 
 
 
COUNCIL DINNER/ADMINISTRATIVE UPDATES 
Birch Conference Room – 6:00-7:00 p.m. 
 

COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING (City Council Chambers) 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
The regular meeting of the Vancouver City Council was called to order at 7 p.m. by Mayor Anne 
McEnerny-Ogle in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 415 W. 6th Street, Vancouver, Washington.  
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Present: Councilmembers Lebowsky, Glover, Stober, Topper, Hansen, Mayor McEnerny-Ogle 
Absent:  Councilmember Turlay 
 
Motion by Councilmember Topper, seconded by Councilmember Hansen, and carried unanimously to 
excuse Councilmember Turlay.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MARCH 12, 2018 
 
Motion by Councilmember Hansen, seconded by Councilmember Lebowsky, and carried unanimously to 
approve the minutes of March 12, 2018.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MARCH 19, 2018 
 
Motion by Councilmember Glover, seconded by Councilmember Lebowsky, and carried unanimously to 
approve the meeting minutes of March 19, 2018.  
 
PROCLAMATION: ARBOR DAY 2018 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read and presented a proclamation to Charles Ray, Urban Forester, and 
Melissa Johnston, Urban Forestry Commissioner, proclaiming April 11, 2018, as Arbor Day and April 
as Arbor Month.  
 
PROCLAMATION: NATIONAL SERVICE CORPS RECOGNITION DAY 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read and presented a proclamation to Marcia Hale, representing Volunteer 
Connections, proclaiming April 3, 2018, as National Service Corps Recognition Day. 
 
PROCLAMATION: NATIONAL CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION MONTH 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read and presented a proclamation to Amy Russell, Executive Director of the 
Children’s Justice Center, proclaiming April 2018 as National Child Abuse Prevention Month. 
 
 
CITIZEN COMMUNICATION (ITEMS 1-6) 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle opened Citizen Communication and, receiving no testimony, closed Citizen 
Communication.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA (ITEMS 1-6) 
 
Council requested Item 4 be pulled from the Consent Agenda for separate consideration.  
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Motion by Councilmember Lebowsky, seconded by Councilmember Hansen, and carried unanimously to 
approve Items 1-3 and 5-6 of the Consent Agenda.  
 
1.  AMENDMENT TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH PPC SOLUTIONS INC. FOR SECURITY SERVICES 
(Staff Report 037-18) 
 
Summary 
In May 2017 RFP 6-17 was released seeking a supplier of security services for various City departments, 
facilities and events. The required services included providing after hour patrols for City parks, the Water 
Resources Education Center, and the Operations Center, provide personnel for the security desk at City 
Hall, assistance to the Fire Department with fireworks enforcement and other miscellaneous services on 
an as needed basis. The RFP also allowed for services and locations to be added on an as-needed basis.   
 
Proposals were received from 2 firms. An independent evaluation determined that PPC Solutions Inc. 
submitted the highest scoring proposal. A contract was negotiated with this firm, subsequently signed 
and became effective in August, 2017.  The Contract is valid for a period of five (5) years. 
 
Although the initial value of this Contract was set at $300,000, the contract was expected to exceed 
$300,000 when it was executed. Based on historical data, conservatively, the estimated contract value 
over five years was $750,000 (est. at $150,000 per year for five years); however, with new facilities and 
the addition of other sites (such as the Tower Mall and Grand Boulevard), the initial year under the 
contract provided better information upon which to forecast future costs. The annual cost for security 
services has been increasing from year to year. This will give the City a better estimate to ensure this 
contract amendment only needs to be taken to Council once. 
 
Procurement Services started to manage certain citywide contracts in 2017. These are contracts used by 
multiple City departments.  For this contract, departments have encumbered all $300,000 in the first 
year. Given experience to date, a total spending of approximately $800,000 (conservative estimate) to 
$1.2 million (high estimate) is expected over the life of this contract.  This request for Council approval 
for an increase of $900,000 in the authorized amount of the Contract will meet ongoing needs of City 
departments. 
 
Motion approved an increase of $900,000 to the authorized amount of the professional services 
agreement with PPC Solutions Inc. and authorized the City Manager, or his designee, to sign a Contract 
Amendment to increase the total contract to $1,200,000. (Kevin Yin, Procurement Services Manager, 
487-8429) 
 
2.  RIGHT-OF-WAY FRANCHISE ORDINANCE FOR NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC 
(Staff Report 038-18) 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read the title of the ordinance into the record.  
 
AN ORDINANCE relating to management of the public rights-of-way, granting to New Cingular Wireless 
PCS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, a non-exclusive and revocable franchise to install, 
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operate and maintain a telecommunications system in, on, over, upon, along, and across public rights-
of-way of the City of Vancouver, Washington, prescribing certain rights, duties, terms and conditions 
with respect to such franchise; providing for setting an effective date and conditions. 
 
Summary 
New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, formerly known as AT&T Wireless PCS LLC, wishes to occupy and utilize 
portions of the public rights of-way in the City. A city may require a permit or franchise for the use of its 
right-of-way for telecommunication facilities (RCW 35.99.030); however, the City may not charge a 
franchise fee for the franchise (RCW 35.21.860). The proposed ordinance establishes the terms and 
conditions of the right to construct and maintain telecommunications facilities within the City’s right-of-
way.  
 
This project involves the deployment of “small cell” wireless network technology, to provide high speed 
telecommunications services to provider clients in Vancouver. By way of background, developments in 
wireless network technology and increasing demand for high-speed wireless services have quickly 
outpaced the capabilities of traditional, macro-cell wireless communications facilities. To address this 
demand, providers have expressed a desire to deploy new wireless communications facilities located in 
the public rights-of-way. These “small cell” facilities consist of antenna and equipment typically placed 
on infrastructure located within the public rights-of-way. Small cell facilities are usually deployed in areas 
that cannot be effectively served by a traditional macro cell, or areas that may have coverage but not 
enough capacity.  
 
City staff has worked with New Cingular Wireless PCS to negotiate a franchise ordinance which manages 
the deployments of small cell facilities in a way that balances local aesthetics, character, and public 
health and safety while also deriving the benefits of these new technologies for the City’s residents to the 
greatest extent practicable. 
 
Motion approved the franchise ordinance on first reading, setting date of second reading and public 
hearing for Monday, May 7, 2018. (Michael Nigrey, Assistant City Attorney, 487-8500) 
 
3.  RIGHT-OF-WAY FRANCHISE ORDINANCE FOR VERIZON WIRELESS, LLC 
(Staff Report 039-18) 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read the title of the ordinance into the record.  
 
AN ORDINANCE relating to management of the public rights-of-way, granting to Verizon Wireless LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, a non-exclusive and revocable franchise to install, operate and 
maintain a telecommunications system in, on, over, upon, along, and across public rights-of-way of the 
City of Vancouver, Washington, prescribing certain rights, duties, terms and conditions with respect to 
such franchise; providing for setting an effective date and conditions. 
 
Summary 
Verizon Wireless wishes to occupy and utilize portions of the public rights of-way in the City. A city may 
require a permit or franchise for the use of its right-of-way for telecommunication facilities (RCW 
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35.99.030); however, the City may not charge a franchise fee for the franchise (RCW 35.21.860). The 
proposed ordinance establishes the terms and conditions of the right to construct and maintain 
telecommunications facilities within the City’s right-of-way.  
 
This project involves the deployment of “small cell” wireless network technology, to provide high speed 
telecommunications services to provider clients in Vancouver. By way of background, developments in 
wireless network technology and increasing demand for high-speed wireless services have quickly 
outpaced the capabilities of traditional, macro-cell wireless communications facilities. To address this 
demand, providers have expressed a desire to deploy new wireless communications facilities located in 
the public rights-of-way. These “small cell” facilities consist of antenna and equipment typically placed 
on infrastructure located within the public rights-of-way. Small cell facilities are usually deployed in areas 
that cannot be effectively served by a traditional macro cell, or areas that may have coverage but not 
enough capacity.  
 
City staff has worked with Verizon Wireless to negotiate a franchise ordinance which manages the 
deployments of small cell facilities in a way that balances local aesthetics, character, and public health 
and safety while also deriving the benefits of these new technologies for the City’s residents to the 
greatest extent practicable. 
 
Motion approved the franchise ordinance on first reading, setting date of second reading and public 
hearing for Monday, May 7, 2018. (Michael Nigrey, Assistant City Attorney, 487-8500) 
 
4.  AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND: HOMELESS PREVENTION AND HOUSING CONSORTIUM CONTRACT 
(Staff Report 040-18) 
 
Peggy Sheehan, Community Development Programs Manager, addressed Council comments.  
 
Summary 
The City of Vancouver allocated $1.21 million from the 2017 Affordable Housing Fund (AHF) to provide 
housing assistance and related services. The review committee and City staff have recommended a 
contract be negotiated with the Council for the Homeless for a consortium-based homelessness 
prevention program. Other members of the consortium include Share, St. Vincent de Paul, Janus Youth, 
Impact NW, Volunteer Lawyers Network, Clark College, and Columbia River Mental Health Services.     
 
The AHF homelessness prevention funding, as approved by the voters, is primarily intended for 
emergency/short-term rental assistance for low-income households with low barriers to housing. Other 
funding sources (such as HOME) provide longer-term rental assistance or create units for people with 
high barriers to housing, such as chronically homeless individuals.  
 
City staff worked with Council for the Homeless to develop a contract which was provided to Council for 
the March 26th meeting. The contract was pulled from the agenda in order to add Share as the fiscal 
agent and clarify the proposed role of Council for the Homeless. Other minor changes, outlined below, 
were made to allow the funding to be used flexibly while safeguarding the public’s trust in the use of 
dollars and maximizing the difference that is made in people lives.   



Council Regular Meeting MINUTES 
April 2, 2018 
Page 6 of 7 
 

• Contract Amount – The $1,210,000 contract will include both 2017 ($960,000) and 2018 
($250,000) funding.  

• Homeless Management Information System – Tracking through the HMIS system and 
coordinated entry are required.  

• Maximum rent – The maximum rent for a unit receiving AHF rental assistance is generally 100% 
of HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) for the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro region. If someone is 
already in a unit, the rent may go to 110% FMR.   Exceptions may be made on a case-by-case 
basis.  

• Payment of utilities included in rent – Specific utilities were clarified as well as using the 
Vancouver Housing Authority’s allowance guidelines.   

• Rental arrears – The contract language would allow for up to three months of rental arrears to 
be paid.  

• Move in costs – Clarified as security deposit and first/last month’s rent, along with application 
fees.  There is no needed tracking of any returned funds.  By allowing the tenant to keep any 
returned security deposit, they will be incentivized to keep the rental in good condition.    

 
Councilmember Stober stated he was very pleased this consortium was coming together to provide 
these services.  He asked Ms. Sheehan to provide an overview of the consortium.   
 
Ms. Sheehan explained the Consortium would be able to serve more than 240 households by providing 
services and rental assistance.  The Consortium is made up of the following partner agencies: 

• Council for the Homeless, which would be the administrative agency for the group; 
• Share, which would be the fiscal agent; 
• St. Vincent de Paul 
• Impact NW 
• Janus Youth, which would serve clients aged 18-24 
• Clark College, which would provide referrals and coordinate educational services 
• Columbia River Mental Health 
• Volunteer Lawyers Program, which would help clients experiencing legal barriers to getting into 

housing 
 
Ms. Sheen stated the Consortium reported being able to start serving clients within 30 days of approval 
of this contract.  
 
Motion by Councilmember Stober, seconded by Councilmember Topper, and carried unanimously 
authorized City Manager or designee to sign contract with Council for the Homeless and Share for 
Homeless Prevention and Housing Consortium rental assistance and services. (Peggy Sheehan, 
Community Development Programs Manager, 487-7952) 
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5.  APPROVAL OF FINAL DECISION REGARDING THE APPEAL OF THE HEARING EXAMINER APPROVAL OF THE DAY CENTER 
LOCATION (PRJ157777/LUP-65374) 
 
Motion approved the final decision regarding the appeal of the Day Center location, affirming the 
Hearings Examiner decision of January 4, 2018. (Jonathan Young, Deputy City Attorney, 487-8500) 
 
6.  APPROVAL OF CLAIM VOUCHERS 
 
Motion approved claim vouchers for April 2, 2018, in the amount of $6,910,203.51. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
A. From the Council 
B. From the Mayor 
C. From the City Manager 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 7:41 P.M. 

______________________________ 
Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor  

 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Natasha Ramras, City Clerk 
By:  Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk 
 
Meetings of the Vancouver City Council are electronically recorded on audio and videotapes. The audio tapes are 
kept on file in the office of the City Clerk for a period of six years. 
 
 
 
 
.  

 

To request other formats, please contact: 
City Manager’s Office 
(360) 487-8600 | WA Relay: 711 
Amanda.Delapena@cityofvancouver.us 
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March 26, 2018 
 

WORKSHOPS (City Council Chambers)  
 
5:30-6:00 p.m. DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (DRA) & CITY CENTER REDEVELOPMENT 

AUTHORITY (CCRA) ANNUAL REPORTS 
 
Council met with Richard Keller, DRA & CCRA President; Chad Eiken, Community & Economic 
Development Director and CCRA Executive Director; and Paul Lewis, DRA Executive Director. 
 
Summary 
The president and executive directors of the Downtown Redevelopment Authority and City Center 
Redevelopment Authority presented their 2017 annual reports to the City Council and provided an 
overview of the upcoming work for both bodies. (Chad Eiken, 487-7882) 
 
COUNCIL DINNER/ADMINISTRATIVE UPDATES 
Birch Conference Room – 6:00-6:30 p.m. 
 

COUNCIL CONSENT AGENDA MEETING (City Council Chambers) 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
The consent meeting of the Vancouver City Council was called to order at 6:30 p.m. by Mayor Anne 
McEnerny-Ogle in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 415 W. 6th Street, Vancouver, Washington.  
 
Present: Councilmembers Lebowsky, Glover, Stober, Topper, Turlay, Hansen, Mayor McEnerny-

Ogle 
Absent:  None 
 
CITIZEN COMMUNICATION (ITEMS 1-4) 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle opened Citizen Communication and received the following testimony: 
 
• Mike Williams, representing The Historic Trust, spoke in support of Item 1. 
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CONSENT AGENDA (ITEMS 1-4) 
 
Council requested Item 1 be pulled from the Consent Agenda for separate consideration.  
 
Motion by Councilmember Hansen, seconded by Councilmember Turlay, and carried unanimously to 
approve Items 2-4 of the Consent Agenda.  
 
1.  APPROVAL OF 2018 CELEBRATE FREEDOM AGREEMENT WITH THE HISTORIC TRUST 
(Staff Report 034-18) 
 
Summary 
The City has contracted with the Vancouver National Historic Reserve Trust (dba The Historic Trust) to 
produce the Celebrate Freedom programs since 1999. Celebrate Freedom promotes the ideals of public 
service, leadership, civic engagement and community pride and includes many of the City’s signature 
events like the Marshall Lecture, Marshall Leadership Award, Marshall Youth Award, Flag Day, 
Independence Day at Fort Vancouver and the Veterans Day Parade. The agreement between the City and 
the Trust continues a public/private partnership that maximizes the use of public resources and supports 
volunteerism. The City originally created and managed many of the Celebrate Freedom programs, 
including the Marshall Programs and the Veterans Day Parade.  
 
This agreement is only for one-year because the Trust and City are in ongoing discussions about how to 
best assure a sustainable future of the Independence Day event beyond 2018. These discussions could 
result in a change in the event that may impact the Celebrate Freedom agreement.  Independence Day 
will have a different focus and format for 2018 and there will be a City Council workshop in August 2018 
to evaluate the event and discuss future changes. This contract is set up on a reimbursable basis and 
requires the Trust to provide more detailed information on expenses and event attendance. The rate 
remains at $110,000. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Topper, seconded by Councilmember Hansen, and carried unanimously 
authorized the City Manager or his designee to execute a one-year agreement with the Vancouver 
National Historic Reserve Trust relating to the planning, coordination and funding of the Celebrate 
Freedom events and activities. (Jeanette (Jan) Bader, Program and Policy Development Manager, 487-
8606) 
 
2.  APPROVAL OF INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF CLEAN WATER RESTORATION FUND GRANT TO 
REDUCE TOXIC AUTO LEAKS 
(Staff Report 035-18) 
 
Summary 
Vehicle leaks are a significant source of water pollution in Clark County.  Clark County is home to more 
than 325,000 registered vehicles.  Approximately 10% of vehicles leak toxic fluids that contaminate 
stormwater and degrade aquatic habitat.   
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Clark County received a Clean Water Restoration Fund grant from the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery 
Board for Reducing Toxic Auto Leaks in Clark County.  Grant funds will be used to raise awareness and 
educate vehicle owners about the impacts caused by leaking vehicles to water quality and aquatic 
habitat, and encourage vehicle owners to fix auto leaks.  Clark County wishes to partner with the cities of 
Battle Ground, Camas, Vancouver, and Washougal, and the Port of Vancouver to implement grant 
activities.   
 
Under the interagency agreement, the City of Vancouver will create an outreach plan detailing 
opportunities and strategies, customize and distribute Don’t Drip and Drive materials with regional 
branding and messaging, and assist with the recruiting of auto repair shop partners, among other 
activities.  Vancouver will provide in-kind labor worth $5,000.   
 
The partners drafted the attached interagency agreement before the formal grant agreement was 
executed and conditioned the duration of the interagency agreement on its execution.  Clark County and 
LCFRB signed a formal grant agreement on February 27, 2018, therefore the condition has been satisfied 
and the initial term of the interagency agreement will extend until December 31, 2020. 
 
Motion authorized the City Manager or his designee to sign the Interagency Agreement with Clark 
County, Battle Ground, Camas, Washougal, and the Port of Vancouver, to implement Clark County’s 
grant funds for the purpose of reducing toxic auto leaks.   (Annette Griffy, Utility Engineering Program 
Manager, 487-7190) 
 
3. AWARD OF PROFESSIONAL PLANNING SERVICES CONTRACT FOR THE HEIGHTS SUBAREA PLAN 
(Staff Report 036-18) 
 
Summary 
The Heights is identified as a future urban center in the City of Vancouver Comprehensive Plan, which 
calls for increased growth and development to occur in commercial centers and corridors throughout the 
City. The City of Vancouver 2016-2021 Strategic Plan identifies strengthening of commercial, retail and 
community districts as a citywide priority, and calls for the creation of neighborhoods where residents 
can walk or bike to essential amenities and services.  
 
In June, 2017, the Vancouver City Council approved the purchase of an 11.83-acre parcel within the 
Heights Subarea known as the Tower Mall site. In order to establish a vision for the Heights and guide its 
future development in alignment with existing plans and policies, the City has initiated a planning 
process for the 205-acre Heights Subarea.  
Staff anticipates that the subarea planning process and associated environmental work will take 
approximately 18 months to two years to complete, and will include the following elements: a vision and 
identity statement; design and development principles; an area-wide analysis of land use, housing, 
transportation, community and economic development, and environmental conditions/constraints; an 
area-wide circulation, access and connectivity plan; robust public outreach and engagement throughout 
the planning process; and implementation recommendations, including a detailed mixed-use 
redevelopment plan for the Tower Mall site and adjacent properties.  
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In August 2017 the City released a request for proposals (RFP) for a consultant team with expertise in 
subarea and redevelopment planning to support the development of the Heights Plan. Responses were 
reviewed at the end of last year, and a consultant team was selected in January 2018. Approval of this 
contract will initiate the work of the consultant team on the elements listed above. 
 
Motion authorized the City Manager or his designee to execute a contract with GGLO Design of Seattle, 
Washington, for professional planning services for the Heights Subarea Plan in the amount of 
$1,025,837.00 over the life of the contract, which expires December 31, 2019.  (Rebecca Kennedy, Long 
Range Planning Manager, 487-7896) 
 
4. APPROVAL OF CLAIM VOUCHERS 
 
Motion approved claim vouchers for March 26, 2018, in the amount of $3,619,423.02. 
 
NEW BUSINESS: APPEAL HEARING (ITEMS 5) 
 
5.  APPEAL PERTAINING TO VANCOUVER CITY HEARING EXAMINER FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND DECISION DATED JAN. 
4, 2018, IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF VANCOUVER DAY CENTER RELOCATION (PRJ-157777/LUP-65374) 
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle explained that the purpose of this hearing was for the City Council to consider an 
appeal of the Hearings Examiner’s decision approving the relocation of the day center for people 
experiencing homelessness to 2018 Grand Boulevard in Vancouver. She stated the hearing would be 
limited to the evidence introduced in the hearing before the Hearings Examiner and no new evidence 
could be introduced at this appeal hearing. She stated the Council would make its decision based on the 
Hearings Examiner record and the arguments of the parties and noted no public testimony on this 
matter would be taken at this hearing.  
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle explained the appellants and the City would each have 20 minutes to make their 
respective arguments, and each party could reserve a portion of that time to respond to the other 
party’s argument.   
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle asked each Councilmember to disclose any substantial ex parte communications 
related to the proceedings that they may have engaged in after October 20, 2017. She noted City staff 
had searched the City’s email system and pulled copies of any email communications sent to or received 
by City Councilmembers that would be considered ex parte communications, and copies of those emails 
had been included in the record provided to Council.  
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle also asked each Councilmember to consider and state whether they feel they are 
able to consider this matter fairly and solely on the record of the Hearing Examiner, the briefs filed for 
the appeal and the arguments to be made.  
 
Councilmember Lebowsky stated she fairly could make a decision based on the evidence in the record 
and she had no ex parte contact regarding the matter.  She disclosed she had physically visited the 
relocation site on several occasions.  
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Councilmember Glover stated she could fairly make a decision based on the evidence in the record and 
she had no ex parte contact regarding the matter.   
 
Councilmember Stober stated he could fairly make a decision based on the evidence in the record.  He 
disclosed a number of email communications he had received regarding the matter, which had been 
captured by City staff when the City’s email system was searched.  He also noted an in-person 
conversation he had with Vancouver resident Eric LaBrant regarding Mr. LaBrant’s experiences living 
near the existing day center, and an in-person conversation with a personal friend who was considering 
purchasing a house near the Grand Blvd. site but who did no express an opinion regarding the proposed 
relocation of the day center.  
 
Councilmember Topper stated she could fairly make a decision based on the evidence in the record and 
she had no ex parte contact regarding the matter beyond what was already pulled from the City’s email 
system.  She stated she did receive a thank you card in the mail from Arlene Hildebrand thanking the 
City Council for moving ahead with plans to turn the Fish & Wildlife building into a homeless day center. 
 
Councilmember Turlay stated he could fairly make a decision based on the evidence in the record and 
he had no ex parte contact regarding the matter.   
 
Councilmember Hansen stated he could fairly make a decision based on the evidence in the record and 
he had no ex parte contact regarding the matter.   
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle stated she could fairly make a decision based on the evidence in the record and 
she had no ex parte contact regarding the matter.  She stated she attended an open house on the 
proposed day center at Luepke Center but did not participate in the discussions.  
 
At this point, Mayor McEnerny-Ogle invited any party of this proceeding to challenge any 
Councilmember’s participation in the proceeding or offer a rebuttal of the communications disclosed. 
She noted failure to do so would constitute a waiver of the objection and any challenges. No challenges 
or rebuttals were made.  
 
Councilmember Stober stated he may have one additional thing to disclose and stated he attended a 
Maplewood Neighborhood Association meeting early in the permitting process where the day center 
was discussed but stated he did not participate in the discussion. He stated he could still consider this 
matter fairly on the basis of the record and arguments provided.  
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle invited the appellants, the Maplewood and Rose Village neighborhood 
associations, to provide their arguments.  
 
Eric Lambert represented the Rose Village Neighborhood Association. Cynthia Powers represented the 
Maplewood Neighborhood Association.  Mr. Lambert provided the appellants’ argument on behalf of 
both neighborhood associations.  
 
Mr. Lambert argued the points of the appeal as follows: 
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• The City’s application permit was filed incorrectly as a Class 3 facility and should have been filed as a 

Class 2 as the appellants believe the City’s permit application underestimated the number of people 
to be served daily;  

• Had the application been filed properly, it would have been denied as a prohibited by law; 
• The surrounding neighborhood would carry a disproportionate burden of harm; 
• There are less burdensome alternatives available; 
•  If the Human Services Facility Siting ordinance is amended, as has recently been discussed, the 

regulations should not be applied to the Grand Blvd building; 
• The hearings examiner failed to address several of these arguments, despite them being presented 

during the land use hearing. 
 
Brent Boger, Assistant City Attorney, represented the City of Vancouver, and argued the following points 
in response to the appeal: 
• Mr. Boger stated the City Council could reverse or remand the Hearings Examiner decision only if it 

found that her findings are not supported by substantial evidence; her decision was a clearly 
erroneous application of the law to the facts; or her interpretation of the law was clearly erroneous.  

• Regarding the argument that the application permit was misclassified, Mr. Boger argued that the 
facility will service no more than 74 persons, as allowed for a Class 3 facility, and no evidence in the 
record shows it would serve more than 74 people. What could be proposed for the facility in the 
future would require another separate application under Ch. 20.870 VMC. 

• Regarding the argument that the surrounding neighborhood would carry a disproportionate burden 
of harm, Mr. Boger stated that the Hearings Examiner considered that activities would be inside the 
facility and discussed mitigation measures, no evidence was submitted that proves property values 
would be negatively impacted, and the proposed facility cannot be held responsible for current 
conditions in the vicinity. 

• Mr. Boger argued that the appellants’ legal contentions would require consideration of a project 
that has not been applied for; they would require the Council to apply the non-legally operative 
purpose section of the City’s ordinance to become operative and supersede the specific distance 
dispersal requirements; and they rely on speculation on future amendments to the City code. 

 
In response to the City’s argument, Mr. Lambert stated that the City Council would be making a decision 
about what the Fourth Plain corridor is going to look like in the area around the proposed day center, 
and a decision about whether the fears of neighbors and their community are going to increase or 
decrease.   
 
Deputy City Attorney Jonathan Young reminded the Council as they begin their questioning to couch 
their questions or responses as a request for direction to a place in the record where the information 
they are looking for may already be found, as they are only able to consider that evidence that is already 
in the record.  
 
Councilmember Stober stated that neighborhood associations are independent organizations but are a 
product of the City Charter.  He noted that the City Charter says membership in a neighborhood 
association shall include all residents, property owners, business licensees, and nonprofit organizations 
within the neighborhood boundaries.  He also noted that the Charter references accountability of 
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neighborhood associations in making sure a good faith effort is made to seek the views of those affected 
by actions and considering all proposed options before adopting any final recommendations or actions 
and reporting the date and final vote tally when presenting a view to the City Council and noting any 
dissenting minority opinions about the subject matter.  He asked the appellants to point to any 
indication in the record that there was an opportunity for the homeless residents of the neighborhood 
to state their opinions on this issue.  
 
Mr. Lambert responded that when the neighborhood association has meetings, the information about 
those meetings is posted on social media, and thus the homeless residents should be aware of that 
information as they would have access to the internet at public libraries and at the current day center.  
He stated at one of the hearings, one person stated they had been previously homeless and that person 
spoke in opposition to the relocation because they felt it would have negative impacts on the 
surrounding community.  
 
Councilmember Hansen noted that one of the concerns the appellant had expressed was based on the 
size of the facility and how such a large facility could be serving many more people a day than outlined 
in the application. He asked if the appellants had submitted any evidence previously that shows this 
correlation. Mr. Lambert stated no such evidence had been entered into the record.  
 
Councilmember Topper asked Mr. Boger to point to the location in the record where the Hearings 
Examiner discussed mitigating factors.  Mr. Boger stated it was on page 17 of the record, and noted 
those items were the standard requirements for approval of this type of permit but also there were 
items specific to this site outlined, such as requiring the applicant to provide a crosswalk between 
accessible parking and building entrance, providing a site maintenance plan for approval, developing a 
detailed litter control plan for review and approval, and storing dumpsters inside during hours of 
operation. 
 
Councilmember Topper stated knowing the Hearings Examiner considered these mitigating factors in 
relation to the concerns expressed made her feel more confident in the Hearings Examiner’s decision.  
 
Mr. Young stated it would be helpful if the Council discussed and came to agreement on two factors: 
first whether there was substantial evidence that, if granted, the application would not be significantly 
detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of the area; and secondly, that there is evidence the 
development standards set out by the City code would be met if the application is granted.  
 
Councilmember Topper stated she believes the question she asked of the applicant touches on the 
health, safety and general welfare of the community surrounding the proposed location, stating that the 
proposed center would improve sanitation issues related to using the bathroom and providing a place 
for people to keep their belongings and throw away trash, rather than leaving such things within the 
neighborhood. She noted that, in the record, the representatives of nonprofits who testified also 
touched upon some of the neighborhood’s concerns. She stated that based on the testimony and what 
was heard from both parties that the health, safety and general welfare of the surrounding 
neighborhood had been addressed.  
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Regarding whether there was any clear evidence of error on the part of the Hearings Examiner, 
Councilmember Topper noted that, in the record, City staff discusses serving nor more than 74 people 
per day and expecting lower attendance during standard business hours than other commercial uses 
that could potentially occupy that space, meaning the impact would be less than a different kind of use. 
She noted that clients visiting the site typically would not own vehicles, so the traffic impact in the 
neighborhood would also be less than other types of uses. She noted that staff also commented about 
the activities of the center happening inside the building, and much of the testimony expressed 
concerns about what would visibly be seen from their homes.  
 
Councilmember Glover stated she found nothing erroneous in the Hearings Examiner’s interpretation of 
the City code.  In regards to safety, she noted that there are presently homeless people living in the 
neighborhood and the intent of the day center is to help connect them to services and develop 
relationships that will help them no longer be homeless. She stated that would improve the safety in the 
neighborhood.  
 
Councilmember Lebowsky stated she agreed that the presence of the day center would bring improved 
safety to the neighborhood especially when factoring in the mitigation measures noted by the Hearings 
Examiner.  She stated she did not see anything in the record contradicting staff’s estimate of the number 
of people who would be served.  
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle stated she believed the record supports that the Hearing Examiner’s decision was 
supported by substantial evidence and there was no clear error.  
 
Councilmember Stober stated he feels justified in leaning on the Hearings Examiner’s understanding of 
relevant case law and noted that she referenced several different court cases where the experience of 
law enforcement professionals was weighted heavily in land use decisions, rather than basing decisions 
on stereotypes presented.  
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle stated that she was hearing from the Council a sense of agreement to uphold the 
decision as supported by substantial evidence and to find there was no clear error in the decision.  She 
asked for a motion on the matter.  
 
Motion by Councilmember Topper, seconded by Councilmember Stober, and carried unanimously to 
uphold the Hearings Examiner’s ruling for a Class 3 human facilities permit for a day center at Grand 
Boulevard.   
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle thanked the neighborhood associations for voicing their concerns and 
participating in the process so their voices could be heard.  
 
Mr. Young stated that staff would write up proposed findings to memorialize the rational and findings 
reached by Council at this hearing.  The final order would be brought back to Council for review and 
approval at a future Council meeting and a copy would be provided to the two parties.  
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Councilmember Topper stated she would hope that the neighborhood associations would continue to 
be partners with the City as the project moves forward and make sure their concerns continue to be 
addressed and that there would continue to be a dialog about this matter between staff and the 
neighborhood associations.  Mr. Lambert stated the neighborhood association shares those hopes and 
has a similar objective.  
 
Councilmember Stober suggested the City and surrounding neighborhood look for opportunities to 
consider this site as a neighborhood asset, and think about new ways that it could become a 
neighborhood center that more people could access, as there is a lot of potential for the building’s use.  
 
Councilmember Glover stated that the Council understands it is their responsibility to preserve the 
values of the residents’ properties and the neighborhood. She encouraged the Council to uphold the 
mitigating points outlined in the record and encouraged the neighborhood leaders to come back to the 
Council and make sure they are made aware of anything outside of those mitigating points that may 
need addressed.  
 
CITIZEN FORUM  
 
Mayor McEnerny-Ogle opened the Citizen Forum and received the following testimony: 
 
• Sara McKeever, Vancouver, invited Council to participate in an upcoming conference related to 

reclaiming vacant properties in a community and using them to increase affordable housing options.  
 
• Tim Carrier, Vancouver, representing Heritage Place, expressed concerns about increased property 

crime in downtown Vancouver and frustration with the reporting system and police response to a 
recent incident at Heritage Place. 

 
• Ann Donnelly, Vancouver, expressed concerns about increased property crime in downtown 

Vancouver, and noted that the Heritage Place Condo Board plans to partner with the Esther Short 
Neighborhood Association in offering a reward for information leading to the arrest of the people 
responsible for those crimes.  

 
• Ginger Metcalf, Vancouver, expressed concerns about increased property crime in downtown 

Vancouver and noted that it would have an effect on property values, downtown investments and 
the City’s ability to attract more private investments.  

 
• Valerie DeVito, representing Helping Hands of Vancouver, spoke regarding ideas from other 

communities in combatting homelessness. 
 

• Michael Stacey, Vancouver, spoke regarding the Veterans Village project that he had been working 
with the City on trying to get permitted. He reported that the project organizers had to find a new 
location for the project, and it will now be located out of the city limits, but he wanted to thank the 
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Council and the City staff for the work they had done up until that point in helping the project 
organizers work through the City permitting process.  

 
There being no further testimony, Mayor McEnerny-Ogle closed the Citizen Forum.  
 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 8:22 P.M. 

______________________________ 
Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor  

 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Natasha Ramras, City Clerk 
By:  Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk 
 
Meetings of the Vancouver City Council are electronically recorded on audio and videotapes. The audio tapes are 
kept on file in the office of the City Clerk for a period of six years. 
 
 
 
 
.  

 

To request other formats, please contact: 
City Manager’s Office 
(360) 487-8600 | WA Relay: 711 
Amanda.Delapena@cityofvancouver.us 
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Meet the Team 

President  

Mike Bomar 
Executive Vice President 

Max Ault  

 

Director of Research & 

Economic Strategy 

Brittany Bagent 

 

Marketing & Events Manager 

Samantha Codi Walker 

Fiscal Administrator  

Kim Cheatley 

Director of Business 

Recruitment 

Elizabeth Scott 

Director of Communications 

Coming Soon 



Regional Economic Development Landscape 



2017 CREDC Activity Highlights 

*Estimates at full buildout of business recruitment, expansion and growth projects 

 



2018 Activity Highlights 

YTD ACTIVITY 

• 5 business growth and 

expansion wins 

• 2 recruitment wins 

• 8 new investors 

• 49 unique business assistance 

visits 

2018 INITIATIVES 

• Regional marketing 

coordination 

• New marketing logo 

• Utility gap analysis 

• Entrepreneurship ecosystem 

• Education partnerships 

 



Economic 

Development Plan 

Overview 

• Plan establishes a 20-YEAR 

VISION with a 5-YEAR 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN to 

achieve specific countywide 

goals and objectives 

• Over 200 LOCAL PARTNERS 

were ENGAGED during the 

nine-month planning process 

• ALIGNS with regional plans 



Vision Statement 
Our VISION is for Clark County to be recognized as one of the most inclusive, healthy, and 

amenity-rich communities in the country. As a result, and with a continued focus on growing a 

diverse base of community-minded employers, talent (both inside and outside the region) 

sees greater opportunity here than anywhere else in the country.  



Goal 1: Expand the Existing Base 

Goal 2: Support People 

Goal 3: Create Place 

 



Strategic 

Sectors 

SOFTWARE 

COMPUTER AND 
ELECTRONICS 

CLEAN TECH 

METALS AND 
MACHINERY 

LIFE SCIENCES 



Implementation & Next Steps 

5-YEAR ACTION PLAN 

• Outlines specific implementation goals with community partners 

ALIGNMENT 

• CREDC will collaborate with regional partners and align internal work plans and 

committees around goals and strategic sectors 

REPORTING 

• Key Performance Indicators will be tracked on CREDC’s website to help gauge impact 
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Thank You! 

Mike Bomar 

President 

mbomar@credc.org 

Phone: 360-694-5006 

Questions? 
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IN A NUTSHELL We work to attract new jobs and 
investment to Greater Portland 

Marketing/selling to companies thinking 
of expanding or relocating 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



OUR PRODUCT Portland-Vancouver MSA 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 

2.4M population 
2 states 
7 counties 
6 port districts 
102 cities 

Portland 



OUR FOCUS Efforts are targeted in six industries 

01   Athletic + Outdoor 
02   Clean Tech 
03   Computer + Electronics 
04   Health Science + Tech 
05   Metals + Machinery 
06   Software + Media 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



VIEWPOINT Greater Portland’s game is strong 

Talent 
Quality of Life 
Global Connectivity 
Cost of Doing Business 
++ 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



What gets measured gets done 

Prospects 
Jobs 
Direct-company Contacts 
Community/Investor Assists 
Marketing Recruitment Contacts 
Earned Media 
Digital Media Marketing 
++ 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 

METRICS 



TRACK RECORD Since 2015, GPI’s work has led to 

Jobs 1,448 
$78.8M Income 

$16:1 Return 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



Our role 

Deliver a coordinated economic 
development response to clients 
 
Make the site-location process as 
seamless and streamlined as possible 
 
Use highest levels of discretion, 
confidentiality and professionalism 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 

BAT PHONE 



GREATER PORTLAND INC 

AIR TRAFFIC  
CONTROL 

STATE 

REGION 

LOCAL 

Business Oregon 
Washington State DOC 

GPI 

CREDC 
Counties 
City of Vancouver/Cities 
Ports 
Metro 



WINNING 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



TOTAL PROSPECTS 2015-2017 

22 

53 
47 
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2017 PROSPECTS BY CLUSTER (n=47) 

Athletic and Outdoor 
4% 

Health Science and 
Technology 

4% 
Computer and 

Electronics 
8% 

Clean Technology 
9% 

Other Non-
Manufacturing 

9% 

Metals and Machinery 
Manufacturing 

17% 

Software and Media 
19% 

Other Manufacturing 
30% 



DECLINE IN SOFTWARE & MEDIA 2015-2017 

59% 

36% 
19% 

41% 

64% 
81% 
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2017 PROSPECTS BY MARKET OF ORIGIN (n=47) 

Other 
26% 

Louisiana 
5% 

Massachusetts 
5% 

Texas 
5% 

Virginia 
5% 

China 
5% 

Pennsylvania 
5% 

Washington 
5% 

Japan 
7% 

Illinois 
9% 

Canada 
9% 

California 
14% 



2017 DOMESTIC VS FDI (n=47) 

Domestic 
70% 

FDI 
30% 



2017 EXISTING VS GREENFIELD (n=47) 

Existing 
79% 

Greenfield 
13% 

Existing or Greenfield 
8% 



FOREST THROUGH  
THE TREES 

We know there’s a bigger picture 

In the new economy, winning regions 
compete on value = refining our practice 
   
Embrace complex challenges 
 
Seek regional collaboration for scalable 
solutions 
 
Cultivate transformative leadership 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



Economic development 3.0 

Recruitment + BRE 
Global Marketing 
Entrepreneurship 
Trade + FDI 
Education 
Workforce Development 
Infrastructure + Transportation 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 

NEXT CHAPTER 



Greater Portland 2020 

Economic prosperity for all 
01 People 
02 Business 
03 Place 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 

NORTH STAR 



GREATER PORTLAND INC 



SWIMMING 
UPSTREAM 

Economic development is a 
team sport 

GPI’s work is only possible with the 
leadership and support of 
41 Board Directors 
60+ Economic Development Professionals 
20 Certified Ambassadors 
70+ Investors 
++ Partners 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



STAYING HUNGRY 2018 Work Plan  

Five cross-cutting strategies 
01   Refine sales approach 
02   Increase visibility: Greater Portland, GPI 
03   Expand international reach 
04   Convene leaders across the region 
05   Strengthen our base 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 



QUESTIONS 

GREATER PORTLAND INC 

@GREATERPDX 

GREATERPORTLANDINC 

GREATERPORTLANDINC.COM 

503.445.8065 



Fire Community Resource Team Update 

City Council Workshop 
April 16, 2018 

Vancouver City Council Workshop 
Joe Molina, Fire Chief 
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• Overview of 2017-18 
Community Resource Team 
(CRT) process 

• Outcomes of 2012 initiatives 
• 2017-18 initiatives 
• 2017-18 longer term initiatives 
• Next steps 

Presentation Overview 

Fire CRT Update - 2 



• Five meetings held August 2017-January 2018 
• 10 community members, 6 who also served on the 

2012 CRT 
• Representatives from Local 4378, Local 452 and 

Fire District 5 
• Supported by staff from Fire, CMO and Finance 
• Professional facilitator 

 

2017-18  Community Resource Team  

Fire CRT Update - 3 



• Reviewed outcomes of the 2012 
CRT initiatives 

• Presented 2017-18 initiatives  
• Received comments and 

considerations from the CRT  
• Final report to City Manager  

and Council  
 
 

2017-18  Community Resource Team Process  

Fire CRT Update - 4 



• Use non-firefighting vehicles for emergency medical calls: 2 rapid 
response vehicles deployed with demonstrated success 

• Create dynamic staffing and scheduling strategies: With support 
from Local 452, alternative work schedule implemented to staff for peak 
call volumes  

• Reduced obligation to respond to less serious medical calls: 
Ambulance-only response to Priority 4 & 5 medical calls. 

 
 

2012 Initiative Outcomes 

Fire CRT Update - 5 



• Relocate stations: New stations 1 and 2 
are now open 

• Transfer equipment savings to 
personnel: Further evaluation showed that 
savings were minor; therefore this initiative 
was not implemented 

• Educate the public: New fire code officers 
hired and Project Home Safe implemented 
 
 

2012 Initiative Outcomes 

Fire CRT Update - 6 



 
New 2018 Initiatives  

Fire CRT Update - 7 

Initiatives were: 
• Developed by the Fire                                                   

Service including input from                                                 
labor and Fire District 5 

• Reviewed from a community                                  
perspective by the CRT 

 



 
New 2018 Initiatives Address Three Categories 

Fire CRT Update - 8 

• Reliability: the probability that the resources assigned to a specific fire 
station will be available to respond to an emergency within the area 
the fire station covers when an emergency occurs within that area. 

• Preparedness: ensuring the fire department has the needed 
resources in place to deal with emergency and non-emergency 
demands placed on it. 

• Safety: programs and initiatives put in place to provide for the well-
being of the community and members of the fire department. 



 
Evaluation Considerations 

Fire CRT Update - 9 

• In 2012, initiatives were evaluated based on cost effectiveness and 
increased efficiency  

• In 2018 initiatives were divided into near-term and longer term 
considerations with no evaluation of cost due to Vancouver Strong 

• Prior to implementation of the 2018 initiatives, City should consider: 
 Cost effectiveness 
 Increased efficiency 
 Fire personnel safety 

 Community impact  
 Customer/patient outcomes  

 



• Add Rapid Response Rescue Units and Firefighters: The units 
provide faster response, increase reliability and allow more flexibility.  

• Rebuild/Relocate Stations 3 and 6:  both stations are seismically 
unstable and need to be rebuilt and relocated  

• Remodel Stations 4 and 8: both stations need seismic upgrades and 
Station 8 needs to be expanded   

• Build and staff new Station 11:  In partnership with Fire District 5 build 
a new station to fill in the gap between Stations 4 and 7 
 
 

Near-Term Reliability Initiatives 

Fire CRT Update - 10 



Near- Term Preparedness Initiatives 

Fire CRT Update - 11 

• Additional Administrative Support: Could include 
additional deputy chief, assistant fire marshal, 
administrative battalion chief,  logistics division staff, 
and restoring support staff positions. 

• New Headquarters/Station 5 Complex Remodel: If 
headquarters is moved to a different location, Station 
5 could be remodeled into an improved training facility 
OR; Station 5 could be remodeled as headquarters 
and a new training facility would be needed.  
 
 



Near- Term Safety Initiatives 

Fire CRT Update - 12 

• Fire Prevention Ordinance: Designed to change risky behaviors and 
community views on preventable fires and promote personal accountability 

• Fire Sprinkler Ordinance: Amend the current ordinance to require 
sprinklers in all new construction. Save lives, reduce loss & increase FF 
safety!  

• Safety and Training Position: A dedicated Safety Officer at every 
significant emergency and an additional training resource 

• Health and Wellness Position: A resource focusing on the health and 
fitness of department members 



• Fire and Life Safety Educational Training Facility 
• Deploy an engine during peak hours 
• Minimum daily staffing for technical rescue, 

hazardous materials and marine teams 
• Training and equipment for wildland firefighting  
• New training facility  
 

 
 

Initiatives for Longer Term Consideration 

Fire CRT Update - 13 



• A separate Planning Division  
• Public Affairs/Communications staff 
• Four person staffing on engines with 

triggers (i.e. population density and 
call volume) or with no triggers 

• Provide medical transport for 
patients 

 
 
 

Initiatives for Longer Term Consideration 

Fire CRT Update - 14 



• A number of the near-term 
initiatives have been included in 
the proposed capital, service 
and policy package for 
Vancouver Strong 

• Negotiations are underway with 
Fire District 5 for Station 11 

Next Steps 

Fire CRT Update - 15 



Questions and Discussion 

 Joe Molina, Fire Chief 
       (360) 487-7201  
 Joe.Molina@cityofvancouver.us 
 www.vanfire.org 
 

Fire CRT Update - 16 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 2012, Vancouver’s City Manager and Fire Chief together 
initiated an effort to explore ways to maintain and 
improve the effectiveness of the Vancouver Fire 
Department (VFD) in light of increased costs and static or 
reduced revenues. At that time, the country was emerging 
from the Great Recession and the VFD faced a funding 
crisis. To broaden the discussion, the Manager elected to 
involve citizens as the Community Resource Team (CRT). 
The CRT was tasked with providing an independent 
evaluation of ideas aimed at redesigning how fire services 
could be delivered in the most cost effective and efficient 
manner while allowing the department to keep pace with 
community growth. The CRT met eight times over four 
months to provide advice about and critique methods of 
delivering fire services. The 2012 process concluded with a 
summary report that identified a series of initiatives and 
longer-term considerations to improve the efficiency and 
financial health of the VFD. 

Today, the City is experiencing substantial growth and 
development and the economic climate is very different 
from that of 2012. Through a process dubbed Vancouver 
Strong, the City is evaluating all of its service lines and 
developing long-term, sustainable funding options. The 
City and the VFD decided to reconvene the CRT to provide 
input on new capital, operating, and fire prevention 
initiatives. The report that follows updates the 2012 fire 
service delivery analysis and includes these sections: 

• 2017/2018 Community Resource Team – identifies CRT 
members and updates the group’s charter.  

• 2012 Initiatives – summarizes information about the 
2012 initiatives and current conditions at the VFD and 
sets the stage for the 2017/2018 initiatives.  

• 2017/2018 Initiatives – identifies strategies to support 
capital, fire prevention, and operating success in the 
long term; includes CRT comments and considerations. 

• Conclusions and Next Steps – draws general conclusions 
and recognizes implementation needs.  

2017/2018 Community Resource Team 

Membership and Operations 
Like the members of the 2012 CRT, the members of the 
2017/2018 CRT were selected based on their knowledge of 
community issues, their critical thinking skills, diversity in 
professional expertise, and their access to formal and 
informal stakeholder communication networks. The CRT 
met five times from August 2017 through January 2018 to 
review capital, operating, and fire prevention initiatives 
brought forth by the VFD. The meetings were facilitated 
by Scott Keillor, an impartial professional facilitator.  

Table 1 lists the ten community members who served on 
the 2017/2018 CRT. 

Table 1. 2017/2018 CRT Members 

CRT MEMBER TITLE/AFFILIATION 

Sharif Burdzik* 
Vice President, Riverview Community 
Bank 

Scott Deutsch* 
Risk Manager, Evergreen School 
District 

Mary Elkin* Representative, Image Neighborhood 

Franklin Johnson* 
Representative, Bennington 
Neighborhood 

Mike Lyons Commissioner, Fire District 5 

Judson McCauley Captain, Firefighters Local 452 

Ross Montgomery* 
Representative, Airport Green 
Neighborhood 

Larry Paulson* 
Retired Executive Director, Port of 
Vancouver USA 

Stephen Eldred 
Division Chief,  
Battalion Chiefs Local 4378 

Kelli Waldo Manager, Fisher Investments 

*2012 CRT participant 
Throughout the process, City staff from VFD and other 
departments provided background information and data 
regarding current and future conditions the VFD is likely to 
face. These staff members are listed in Table 2. 

Table 2. City Staff Members 

Name  TITLE 
Joe Molina (VFD) Fire Chief 

Doug Koellermeier (VFD) Deputy Fire Chief 

Chad Michael (VFD) Deputy Fire Chief 

Heidi Scarpelli (VFD) Fire Marshal 

Tara Erickson (VFD) Operations Analyst 

Julie Patterson (VFD) Administrative Assistant 

Jan Bader  
(City Manager’s Office) 

Program and Policy 
Development Manager 

Natasha Ramras (Finance) Chief Financial Officer 

Charter 
At the first meeting of the 2017/2018 CRT (22 August 2017), 
members reviewed the 2012 charter and recommended 
updates. The charter identifies the purpose of the CRT, its 
roles and responsibilities, and the principles and procedures 
that guided its deliberations and operations. The 2017/2018 
charter was approved by the CRT at its second meeting (13 
September 2017) and is included as Exhibit A. 
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2012 INITIATIVES 

Immediately following the 2012 CRT process, the VFD 
began work on implementing the initiatives that had been 
identified and agreed to and, over the last 5 years, has 
implemented all but one of the seven initiatives. The VFD 
updated the 2017/2018 CRT on the 2012 initiatives at its 22 
August 2017 meeting. The next sections identify the status 
of each initiative. 

Initiative 1: Use non-firefighting vehicles for 
emergency medical calls 
The VFD used small rapid response vehicles to respond to 
emergency medical calls in two pilot programs. The VFD 
partnered with Local 452 to negotiate a revised work 
schedule to staff the vehicles. The first pilot program (April 
to June 2013) covered the full VFD service area for Priority 
3 and 4 calls.1 The VFD then partnered with Local 452 to 
negotiate a memorandum of understanding for staffing 
overtime, and the second pilot program (July to December 
2015) encompassed a narrowed service area on all call 
priorities. The target response time for Priority 1 and 2 
calls is 7:59 minutes and response times for the rapid 
response vehicles have been well below the target. The 
department continues to operate the rapid response 
vehicles and the data shows they add value to the delivery 
system by improving reliability throughout the system, 
which in turn helps to reduce response times. 

Figure 1. Rapid Response Vehicle 

 
                                                      
1 Dispatch protocol categorizes medical calls into six levels. 
Priority 1 calls are the most critical and six are the least 
critical. A Priority 1 call would include a severe, potentially life 
threatening, trauma, and a Priority 6 call would include a 
sprained ankle.   

Initiatives 2 and 3: Create dynamic staffing 
strategies and create dynamic scheduling 
strategies 
Priority 1 through 4 calls were analyzed by time of day and 
day of week in order to determine the highest call volume. 
With support from Local 452, the department was able to 
create and implement alternative work schedules to 
ensure adequate staff for peak call volumes. 

Initiative 4: Reduce obligation to respond to less 
serious medical calls 
The department consulted with the medical program 
director (MPD)2 in order to decide when a fire response is 
not needed. In a pilot program, with the exception of 
public assistance calls, the VFD did not respond to Priority 
4 and 5 medical calls. An ambulance responded to these 
calls and could request fire response if needed. The pilot 
ran for a year and the department decided to continue the 
amended deployment, which removed about 5,000 calls 
from fire response. The initiative demonstrated that 
sending the right resource to a call increased efficiency. 
However, it should be noted that there is a limit to how 
many calls can be diverted, especially with a growing 
population.

                                                      
2 The MPD is required by the state. The MPD provides medical 
oversight of emergency medical services (EMS) in Clark 
County. The MPD provides medical protocols that EMS 
responders work under and ensures quality care is provided. 
Additionally the MPD oversees EMS training for all EMS 
responders. 
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Initiative 5: Relocate stations 
This initiative proposed consolidating Stations 1 and 2. 
However, an evaluation of that concept by an independent 
consultant concluded that consolidation of these two 
stations would have a detrimental effect on service. An 
evaluation of all VFD stations identified Stations 1, 2, 3, 
and 6 as needing replacement. The department was able 
to secure land in its top priority locations for Stations 1 and 
2 and the new stations are under construction (see Figure 
2). The 2017/2018 initiatives include the remodeling/ 
relocation of Stations 3 and 6 (see Capital Initiatives). See 
Figure 3 for a Station Map.  

Figure 2. New Station 1  
 

Initiative 6: Transfer equipment savings to 
personnel 
On further evaluation, the equipment cost savings 
resulting from Initiative 1 were minor and therefore, this 
initiative was not implemented. Some adjustments were 
made to administration. 

Initiative 7: Educate the public 
Over the last 5 years, the Fire Marshal has worked to 
educate the public through increased code enforcement 
and Project HomeSafe. The staff of the Fire Marshal’s 
office has doubled since 2012 and includes new fire code 
officers. The cost of these new positions is offset by 
revenue generated from inspection and permit service 
fees. The office was previously 10 to 15 years behind on 
inspections and will be up to date city-wide by the end of 
first quarter 2018. More frequent inspections reduce the 
opportunity for fire. Communities that do not conduct 
regular inspections suffer more disasters, and through 
proper inspections and public education, the community 
realizes the value of fire prevention.

Project HomeSafe is a 7-year initiative with the goals of 
raising public awareness and reducing the frequency and 
severity of fires in residential structures. All structure fires 
in the City were geo-coded and the data was used to 
develop Project HomeSafe. High fire probability areas are 
being targeted with door-to-door outreach, which is 
funded through a $143,000 grant from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency.  

 
Additionally, the VFD implemented a false fire alarm 
initiative to reduce the number of unnecessary calls. Fire 
Marshal staff are educating business owners about the 
causes of false alarms in the hope of decreasing call 
volumes over time. The 2017/2018 initiatives include new 
strategies to continue public education about fire 
prevention. 



 

Fire Service Delivery Analysis 
4 

Figure 3. VFD Service Area (full-size map available in Exhibit B) 

 

 

Fire Department Costs and Revenues 
At its 13 September 2017 meeting, the CRT reviewed VFD costs and revenues presented by the City’s Budget Office. 
Personnel costs are increasing at an annual rate of 7 percent. This growth has several causes: staff overtime, which 
doubled between 2012 and 2016, and increases in the costs of salaries and healthcare (8.3 percent average annual 
increase). Over the long term, costs are growing faster than forecasted General Fund revenues (see Figure 4). Outdated 
facilities are creating fiscal pressures in the near term as well. As the City’s population continues to grow, the department 
will need additional resources to maintain the current level of service. The initiatives presented in the next section address 
the service shortfall, while the City’s current Vancouver Strong process will address the funding shortfall. 
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2017/2018 INITIATIVES 

The sections below describe the VFD’s capital, fire 
prevention, and operating initiatives for a planning horizon 
ending in 2030.  

In the 2012 process, the CRT was asked to evaluate the 
proposed initiatives using the criteria of cost effectiveness 
and increased efficiency.  The guiding principles adopted 
by that CRT were: 

• Initiatives needed to be financially sustainable, 
driven by creativity, for the long-term; 

• Balance the community’s appropriate level of 
service and fire personnel safety while aspiring to 
industry standards. 

In 2017-18, the CRT divided the proposed initiatives into 
near-term and longer-term considerations, but due to the 
concurrent Vancouver Strong process, was not asked to 
prioritize or evaluate the initiatives for cost effectiveness 
and efficiency. Prior to implementing any of these new 
initiatives, the City should consider cost effectiveness, 
increased efficiency, fire personnel safety, community 
impact, and customer/patient outcomes. 

These 2017-18 initiatives address three broad categories of 
VFD performance: reliability, preparedness and safety. 
These categories are described below and identified as 
applicable to each initiative.   

• Reliability: the probability that the resources assigned 
to a specific fire station will be available to respond to 
an emergency within the area the fire station covers 
when an emergency occurs within that area. 

• Preparedness: ensuring the fire department has the 
needed resources in place to deal with emergency 
and non-emergency demands placed on it. 

• Safety: programs and initiatives put in place to 
provide for the well-being of the community and 
members of the fire department. 

Capital Initiatives  
There are four capital initiatives for 2017-2030.  

Rebuild/Relocate Stations 3 and 6 (RELIABILITY) 
Station 3 is likely to be relocated, potentially closer to 
Andresen Road and MacArthur Boulevard. For Station 6, a 
Standard of Cover study, currently underway, will include 
recommendations on a new location. Both stations will be 
built with a modern design, similar to Stations 1 and 2. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT supported this initiative and identified the 
importance of proactive planning and strategically 
locating stations.  

Remodel Stations 4 and 8 (RELIABILITY) 
The structural analysis completed on all stations in 2012 
identified the need for seismic upgrades at Stations 4 and 
8. In addition, Station 8 requires enlargement, including 
new crew quarters (existing facilities were designed only 
for male firefighters). Limiting operational impacts while 
going through future remodeling will be an important goal 
for this initiative. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

A community room is an important consideration in 
remodeled stations. 

New Headquarters and Station 5 Complex Remodel 
(PREPAREDNESS) 
A new headquarters would modernize the department’s 
business and operational facilities and allow Station 5 to 
be remodeled to improve the existing training facility. 
Without the construction of a new headquarters, the 
Station 5 complex would require remodeling to better 
accommodate administrative and support services and a 
new training facility would be needed (see Operating 
Initiatives). 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The department needs to “tell the story” of why a new 
headquarters and improved training facility are important. 
Funding facility improvements may require a bond and a 
public vote, and an informed public is the key to a 
successful vote. 

New Station 11 (RELIABILITY) 
The VFD is proposing a partnership with Fire District 5 to 
construct a new station (Station 11) to fill a service gap 
between Stations 4 and 7. A specific location has not yet 
been identified, but the station will likely be north of 
Padden Parkway. A new engine and new staff would be 
required to support Station 11 and the timing of securing 
funding for equipment purchases and training new staff 
will need to be coordinated with the station construction 
(see Operating Initiatives).  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT supported this initiative because a new station is 
needed to support population growth in the area that 
would be served by Station 11. 

Fire Prevention Initiatives 
There are two fire prevention initiatives for 2017-2030. 

Fire Sprinkler Ordinance (SAFETY) 
This ordinance would save lives and protect property, 
increase firefighter safety and help protect the economic 
vitality of the City. A working fire sprinkler system reduces 
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the chance of people dying in a fire by 97 percent. This 
initiative would amend the current sprinkler ordinance 
which requires sprinklers in structures over 12,000 square 
feet and in residences having access constraints. The gold 
standard in a fire sprinkler ordinance is a requirement for 
sprinkler systems in all new construction. The ordinance 
could allow greater flexibility in other code requirements, 
such as access and hydrant location. If the City Council 
decided to pursue this initiative, the details of the 
ordinance would be developed through a public process. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 
The CRT supported this initiative, but members indicated 
that data on the cost of installing fire sprinkler systems 
locally would be a key piece of public information. 

Figure 4. Fire Damage with and without Fire Sprinklers  
 

Fire Prevention Ordinance (SAFETY) 
This ordinance is designed to change risky behaviors, 
change community views on preventable fires, and 
promote personal accountability. There are currently no 
consequences for a person who starts a preventable 
residential fire. The ordinance would include the option of 
a civil citation with the goal of changing attitudes – 
preventable fires are unacceptable. The fine associated 
with the civil citation could be expunged when an offender 
agrees to complete fire safety training. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 
An education-based approach will be an important 
component of this initiative – neighbors educating 
neighbors about risky behaviors, as well as an educational 
requirement in response to a citation. Some CRT members 
expressed concerns over penalizing offenders stating that 
not all fires warrant the same level of reaction.  

 
Figure 5. Residential Structure Fires (full-size image 
available in Exhibit B) 

Operating Initiatives 
Eight operating initiatives were identified for 2017-2030 
and they are described below. 

• Many of these initiatives would result in new or 
expanded deployment models that would require 
more resources than models currently being used by 
the department. 

• A number of these initiatives would require either 
recruiting, hiring, and training new firefighters or 
promotion and training of existing staff assigned to 
the new positions. 

 
Figure 6. Vancouver Population, Call Volume, and VFD 
Staffing  
(full-size image available in Exhibit B) 

Firefighters and equipment for new Station 11 
(RELIABILITY) 
This initiative would supply the staff and equipment 
necessary to operate Station 11 (see Capital Initiatives) 
following its construction.  

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&ved=0ahUKEwj6ooSZmKDWAhUY32MKHRJkBnUQjRwIBw&url=https://firesprinklersmn.com/factsandresources/&psig=AFQjCNHLVXdfteDLXHn53VgrWOskvnbO9A&ust=1505323500724415
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CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT supported Station 11 and funding the resources 
required to operate it. 

Add rescue units and hire additional firefighters 
(RELIABILITY) 
This initiative would increase the number of rescue units 
that can be deployed within the VFD service area and 
would require recruiting, hiring, and training new 
firefighters.  

Adding rescue units would allow faster response, increase 
reliability during critical emergencies, and make response 
more flexible. The initiative would increase the likelihood 
that engines and trucks would be available to respond to 
the types of incidents for which they are designed, and 
enlarge the area that could be covered in the same travel 
time. Adding rescue units would improve station reliability 
throughout the VFD service area if the units were 
strategically placed.   

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of beginning to recruit, 
hire, and train new firefighters immediately to avoid risk to 
the community as population and call volumes increase. It 
was also noted that the VFD does not currently have the 
same resources as other cities of equivalent size. 
Additional resources are needed to ensure adequate 
service reliability. 

Safety and Training position (SAFETY) 
This initiative would ensure the presence of a dedicated 
Safety Officer at every significant emergency and provide 
an additional resource to assist with training. This initiative 
would allow the Incident Commander to focus on 
mitigating an incident and reduce the potential of 
significant firefighter injury or fatality. Many firefighter 
fatalities and significant injuries occur during the initial 
stages of an incident. This position would increase the 
likelihood of identifying and addressing safety issues 
rapidly, thus reducing the potential of firefighter injuries 
and costs to the City.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of the safety and training 
position given the current experience level of the 
department – many experienced firefighters have retired 
and the current force is young. A dedicated safety and 
training position can reduce risk to the community and to 
firefighters. 

Additional administrative support 
(PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would add resources needed to support VFD 
day-to-day operations and allow staff members who 
currently fill gaps to focus on their primary job 

responsibilities. This initiative would increase capacity so 
that more highly compensated positions can focus on 
areas of responsibility they are best equipped to deal with 
(e.g. Training Captains focusing on training delivery); and 
balance the workloads of existing staff more effectively. 
The department currently has only one dedicated 
administrative support staff member.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of employing sufficient 
administrative and support staff so that firefighters can do 
their jobs effectively. 

Additional Deputy Chief (PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative proposes a new Deputy Chief position for 
administrative  services. The position would relieve 
pressure on current Deputy Chiefs, allowing them to focus 
on their primary job responsibilities in the areas of 
operations and support services.  This position would 
primarily be focused on employee relations, which would 
also include serving as a liaison with other City 
departments such as Human Resources and Legal. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of this position to support 
VFD operations. 

Administrative Battalion Chief (PREPAREDNESS) 
An additional administrative Battalion Chief would be 
assigned a variety of administrative projects, which would 
allow shift Battalion Chiefs to focus more time and 
attention on shift-related issues. Additionally, this position 
would provide a professional development opportunity for 
firefighters interested in seeking administrative positions 
later in their career.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

Similar to the need for a new Deputy Chief and 
administrative support staff, the CRT noted the 
importance of this position to support VFD operations. 

Health and Wellness position (SAFETY) 
This initiative would provide a resource focusing on the 
health and fitness of department members. This position 
would work actively to address the culture and behaviors 
that lead to occupational injuries to firefighters. The 
position also would be a resource for all VFD members 
returning to work after suffering an injury and could 
develop and implement programs designed to keep VFD 
members fit and healthy throughout their careers. 
Additionally, this position can evaluate and make 
recommendations on equipment that would help reduce 
on the job injuries to firefighters.  
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CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of firefighter health and 
wellness and indicated that this position could be a 
contract employee. 

Additional Logistics Division staff 
(PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would ensure the department has adequate 
staff in place to support operations. Benefits of these 
positions include providing the resources needed to ensure 
members receive items that support operations in a timely 
manner and creating the team needed to develop and 
implement efficiencies in the support services system.  

CRT Comments and Considerations: 

The CRT noted the importance of logistics staff as the City 
population and department grow.  

2017/2018 Long-Term Considerations 
The following initiatives were presented as part of the 
2017/2018 capital, fire prevention, and operating 
initiatives. It is anticipated these initiatives will be 
implemented beyond the planning horizon and are 
therefore, identified as long-term considerations.  

Fire and Life Safety Educational Training Facility 
(SAFETY) 
The Fire and Life Safety Educational Training Facility is 
proposed as a standalone facility or in conjunction with a 
new headquarters (see Capital Initiatives). This facility 
would provide fire and life safety training, including 
earthquake preparedness, industry training, bike safety, 
emergency planning, and reduction of fire hazards. The 
facility would be staffed with existing Fire Marshal 
personnel.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT identified community education as the starting 
place for the fire prevention initiatives. A fire and life 
safety education training facility would help educate the 
community. Partnering with schools and educating young 
people about fire safety is essential to successful fire 
prevention. 

Deploy an engine during peak hours 
(RELIABILITY) 
This resource would be used to maintain reliability in the 
system while crews conduct training operations. This 
initiative would allow training on multiple company 
operations to be conducted without leaving station areas 
uncovered.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the increase in call volume over last year 
(six additional calls per day) equates to approximately one 
additional engine. The CRT also reiterated the importance 
of training. This initiative would facilitate greater 
opportunities for training while still maintaining service 
reliability.  

Minimum daily staffing for the technical rescue 
team and the hazardous materials team 
(PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would ensure that a minimum number of 
specialty team members are on duty each day. Minimum 
daily staffing for these teams may improve response times 
for these types of incidents by ensuring the team is able to 
deploy immediately.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of having these positions 
on staff every day to limit the impact to the community. 
The need for these positions will continue to increase as 
population and industry grow.   

Minimum daily staffing for the marine team 
(PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would ensure that the minimum daily 
staffing required to operate the Vancouver fireboat is in 
place year-round, which may improve the chance of 
making a rescue. Currently, minimum daily staffing for the 
marine team is in place from June through September, the 
prime season for water recreation.  

CRT Comments and Considerations:  

The CRT noted that it is important to consider the resources 
needed to address a variety of marine-related incidents as 
well as the particular requirements related to the marine 
traffic associated with the Port of Vancouver USA.  

Ensure the VFD is prepared for wildland firefighting 
(PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would ensure VFD fire suppression members 
are trained and properly equipped for wildland firefighting. 
Although most of the VFD’s response area is not wildland, 
a few parts of the service area may qualify. Crews would 
benefit from having this training and equipment when 
they must deal with fires in an area with natural fuels even 
if it does not meet the definition of wildland. As the 
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weather continues to get warmer during the summer 
months, it is likely that fuels will continue to dry out 
sooner and for longer periods, which may lead to more 
fires in natural vegetation. It is important for the 
department to be prepared. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT supports implementing this initiative, including 
appropriate initial and ongoing training and the purchase 
of proper equipment and protective gear. This initiative 
will ensure the department is prepared to be proactive and 
a good regional partner.  

New training facility (PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would provide a facility that meets the 
training needs of the VFD. If Station 5 is remodeled to 
better support administrative and operational functions, a 
new training facility would be needed.  

A number of benefits can be realized by completing this 
initiative; they include providing a modern facility that 
allows firefighters to maintain individual skills, multi 
company operational skills, and special operations skills 
(i.e., technical rescue), which would help reduce property 
loss and improve life safety for civilians and firefighters. 
This initiative will provide a training facility that lends itself 
to modern best practice training and can lead to better 
outcomes at the scene of the fire emergency. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

Once again, the CRT noted the importance of training for 
community and firefighter safety. 

Develop a Planning Division (PREPAREDNESS) 
This initiative would provide the staff needed to ensure the 
VFD is prepared to meet the needs of the community 
today and in the future. The initiative would ensure the 
department has the resources needed to evaluate the 
effectiveness of its services and recommend ways to 
improve performance and would supply internal resources 
to assist strategic planning and Standard of Cover.3 The 
initiative would create resources that could work closely 
with the Fire Marshal's Office and the City’s Community 
and Economic Development Department to ensure the 
VFD is equipped to deal with increasing growth and 
demand proactively.  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT noted the importance of a planning division given 
the size of the city and current growth trends.  

Public Affairs/Communications staff (SAFETY) 
This initiative would ensure the community receives 
information in a timely manner, including important safety 
                                                      
3 Standard of Cover are written levels of service established by 
the VFD as required by state statute (RCW 35.103). 

announcements, and would connect with the community 
through social media platforms (e.g., Facebook, 
Instagram, Twitter, Nextdoor).  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT indicated the department needs to do a better 
job of telling its story. This position would help with 
department messaging. 

Four-person staffing on all engines with attached 
triggers (i.e., population density and call volume), 
or with no attached triggers (SAFETY) 
This initiative would allow the VFD to deploy the number 
of personnel needed at significant incidents more rapidly 
while using fewer resources. Increased staffing on each 
engine means utilizing fewer resources to deploy the same 
number of personnel on significant emergency incidents, 
thus allowing other resources to stay in service and 
provide coverage to the rest of the community. Studies 
have shown there is a measurable improvement in the 
time it takes a fourperson company to accomplish various  
tasks at the fire emergency scene versus the time it takes a 
three-person company to accomplish the same tasks. In 
addition, studies have shown staffing in this manner can 
help reduce firefighter injuries. 

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT expressed support for a four-person engine, 
noting the initiative’s positive impact on firefighter safety, 
as well as efficiency in response and service delivery. It was 
noted that this initiative could be tied to other operating 
initiatives. The fourth person placed on an engine could 
also be trained to handle hazardous material or marine 
incidents and could be diverted from the engine to 
respond to technical rescues if needed.  

Provide medical transport (PREPAREDNESS) 
Explore the feasibility of using VFD staff and equipment to 
provide patient transport. This service would provide 
continuity of care for the patient from the time the patient 
begins to receive treatment until the patient is delivered to 
the hospital. The department, through a consultant, would 
investigate the existence of legal hurdles related to 
providing this service, determine cost effectiveness and 
identify how the service would be delivered (i.e., would the 
department provide transport for all patients or only 
critical patients? Would patients be charged for this 
service?).  

CRT Comments and Considerations 

The CRT indicated they support the VFD conducting a 
feasibility study to assess different models to provide 
medical transport.  
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CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 

Since the last CRT process in 2012, much progress has been made toward VFD efficiency while maintaining effectiveness 
with existing resources. As population and calls for service continue to increase, additional resources will be required to 
maintain existing service levels. The initiatives reviewed in the 2017/2018 CRT process cover a wide spectrum. Some 
would close existing resource gaps and others would allow the department to maintain current service levels. Still other 
initiatives, if implemented, would enhance existing service levels. All of these initiatives would require additional funding, 
some of which would be substantial. As we move toward 2020 and beyond, any additional funding available should be 
prioritized so that we continue to provide exceptional service. 

The VFD is committed to continually reviewing its methods of service delivery to ensure it can provide the most effective 
and efficient service to Vancouver residents. The CRT strongly believes that VFD needs to do a better job informing the 
public about the work the department does and the need for increasing operational and capital resources. The initiatives 
presented above would help the department continue to serve our growing community safely and reliably.  

The VFD appreciates the time and contributions of the CRT members. Their knowledge of the local community and 
insightful comments on each initiative were invaluable throughout this process.  
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EXHIBIT A – CRT CHARTER (8 SEPTEMBER 2017) 

Community Resource Team Purpose 
• The City of Vancouver, Washington has established this Community Resource Team (CRT) in order to get input 

from a diverse range of community interests on fire service delivery. 

• CRT members have been selected for their knowledge of community interests, their critical thinking skills, their 
diversity of thought and access to both formal and informal stakeholder communication networks. 

• The CRT advises the City of Vancouver. The final decision on any revisions to the service delivery model, and 
subsequent actions to implement the model, will be made by the City of Vancouver City Council.  

• CRT members, as a group, will work with City and Fire Department Staff and the meeting facilitator to give input 
on alternative models for fire service delivery in Vancouver. 

Role and Responsibilities 
Community Resource Team 
• CRT members will be expected to attend all committee meetings to share their community knowledge and 

insights with City and Fire Department Staff. 

• CRT members are asked to review pertinent background data and ask any and all questions that help shed light on 
opportunities to improve the fire service delivery system. 

• CRT members are encouraged to interact directly with the community and their stakeholder constituencies, 
provide information, and bring questions and comments back to the CRT meetings for discussion.  

• Where needed and as requested by staff, CRT members will be invited to attend and provide project insight at 
public meetings and other occasions, such as City Council work sessions and hearings. 

City and Fire Department Staff 
• Necessary fire and city staff will attend each CRT meeting.  Independent technical consultants may be called in on 

an as needed basis. 

• Staff includes City administration and Fire Department administration. 

• City will arrange for note taking of each meeting and post meeting summaries on the city’s website. 

Guiding Principles 
The workable solution… 

• Is financially sustainable, driven by creativity, for the long term. 

• Balances the community’s appropriate level of service and fire personnel safety while aspiring to industry 
standards. 

The solution shall… 

• Respect the integrity of existing labor agreements. 

• Provide equitable service delivery. 

• Reach conclusions driven by data to the extent possible.  

Operating Procedures 
• The CRT is scheduled to meet approximately 4 times during the course of the project. The first, two-hour meeting 

will provide background and a review and update of the 2012 initiatives. Subsequent meetings will engage the 
CRT in problem solving and exploration regarding fire service delivery.  

• CRT members will also be encouraged to attend future City Council meeting(s) where needed and as requested by 
staff. 

• CRT members should plan on attending all CRT meetings.  
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• Since the CRT is advisory, members will be asked to provide their input, with no elected chair or other officers. An 
impartial professional facilitator will lead the sessions and work with staff to support meeting arrangements, 
agenda development, project update presentations, and meeting notes. 

• CRT meetings will be summarized and provided to the group for review and approval as to their accuracy.  

• All meetings will be announced to the public in advance and will be open to public attendance.  However, no public 
testimony will be taken. 

• The CRT will dissolve at the close of the process. 

• The point of contact for inquiries from officials or the media is Jan Bader at (360) 487-8606 and 
jan.bader@cityofvancouver.us. If CRT members are approached by the media, it would be the preference of the 
city that they refer the inquiry to Jan Bader. If members of the CRT communicate with the media, it is respectfully 
requested that CRT members clarify their opinion as their own and not representative of the City of Vancouver or 
the CRT. CRT members may not represent the entire CRT group without prior agreement by the CRT. 

Facilitation Team Contact Information 
Scott Keillor 
206.214.1051 direct 
541.806.1535 cell 
scott.keillor@abam.com 

Nicole McDermott 
360.823.6139 direct 
334.444.5711 cell 
nicole.mcdermott@abam.com 

mailto:john.white@abam.com
mailto:jennifer.chariarse@abam.com
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EXHIBIT B – FIGURES 

Figure 3. VFD Service Area 
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Figure 5. Residential Structure Fires 
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Figure 6. Vancouver Population, Call Volume, and VFD Staffing  

 



Future Grand Boulevard Day Center 
Implementation Plan and Update 

April 16, 2018 
Vancouver City Council Workshop 

 
Chad Eiken, Director, Community & Economic Development  

Peggy Sheehan, Community & Economic Development 



• Background regarding the day center 
• Recapping the need for a day center  
• Overview of Friends of Carpenter existing day center 
• Purchase of Grand Boulevard Building for future day center 
• Proposed building and site improvements 
• Day center operation 
• Implementation of Day Center Plan 

 

What we plan to discuss 

Grand Boulevard Day Center- 2 



• 2014: Beginning of regional housing affordability crisis and increase in 
visibility of homeless in Vancouver 

• 2015: As City searched for solutions to address increase in homeless, 
service providers indicated that a day center would be highest priority 

• Friends of the Carpenter offered to partner with City, County and VHA to 
create a day center in Fruit Valley: opened in late 2015 

• Operational and site constraints resulted in need to relocate day center 
• City Council directed staff to find a new location, and okayed a set of 

location criteria for a potential future day center 

Background Regarding Day Center 

Future Day Center- 3 



• Day Center is intended to provide: 
• Safe, warm and dry place for people to rest and connect with services 
• Access to bathrooms, hygiene products, clothing, computers, phones and 

charging stations, snacks, storage of personal belongings 
• Access point to connect to services and housing resources, help move 

people off streets and into housing 
• Laundry facilities (not available in the existing day center) 
• Showers (not available in the existing day center) 
• Outlet for campers to go during the day 

 

Recapping the Need for Day Center 

Future Day Center- 4 



Day Center Helps Connect Homeless to Services 

Affordable Housing & Homelessness - 5 

Access and 
Prioritization 

Crisis and 
Interim 
Housing 

Assistance to 
Return to 
Housing 

• Outreach 
• Coordinated 

entry/assessment 
• Diversion 

• Immediate 
• Easily accessible 
• Available for 

anyone 

• Rapid Rehousing 
• Permanent Supportive 

Housing 



Day Center Helps Connect Homeless to Services 

Affordable Housing & Homelessness - 6 

Access and 
Prioritization 

Crisis and 
Interim 
Housing 

Assistance to 
Return to 
Housing 

• Outreach 
• Coordinated 

entry/assessment 
• Diversion 

• Immediate 
• Easily accessible 
• Available for 

anyone 

• Rapid Rehousing 
• Permanent Supportive 

Housing 



• SHARE has operated the existing 
day center since December 2015 

• Size: 1,000 square feet of 
warehouse at Friends of Carpenter 

• Served 968 individuals in first year 
of operation (35-40 people 
throughout the day) 

• Approximately 100 people have 
accessed permanent housing   

• Site and operational constraints  
    exist, however 

 
 

Existing Day Center – 1600 W 20th St. 

Future Day Center- 7 



Grand Blvd. Building Purchased by City 

Future Day Center- 8 

• City purchased former Fish & 
Wildlife building in January 2018 
– met all locational criteria 
outlined by Council 

• Land use approval granted in 
January 2018 and subsequently 
appealed   

• Appeal upheld by Council on 
March 26, 2018 

 

 



Future Day Center - Site Attributes 
• Approximately 2.5 acre site 
• 25,000 square foot building 
• 10-12,000 s.f. outdoor covered area 
• 5,000 sq. ft. area for day center 
• Minimal remodel required 
• Commercial zone 
• On bus route (BRT stations within 

500 feet) 
• Ample parking 
• Access to services along 4th Plain  

Proposed Day Center- 9 
Future Day Center- 9 



Future Day Center 

Proposed Day Center- 10 
Future Day Center- 10 

North Elevation, Day Center Entrance North Elevation, looking to SE 



Future Day Center  

Proposed Day Center- 11 
Future Day Center - 11 

Future Day Center Space Outdoor Covered Area 



Future Day Center Area 
• Approximately  

5,000 square feet 
• Separated from 

rest of building 
• Showers and 

laundry will be 
added 

• Outdoor covered 
area may be 
suitable for storage 
of personal 
belongings  

 
Grand Blvd. N 

Outdoor covered area 



Day Center Funding Partners 

Proposed Day Center- 13 

To Be Named  
Business Donors 

Future Day Center- 13 
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What Site Improvements Will Be Made? 
• Landscaping will be trimmed and enhanced  
• Parking lot will be resurfaced and striped  
• North and east sides (at a minimum) of building will be painted 
• Driveway entrances will be gated 
• Permanent fencing to be installed around perimeter where temporary fencing 

exists 
• Exterior building and parking lot lighting to be enhanced 
• All services to be provided inside building and fenced area 
• Large sign may be removed 
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Security & Safety Related Issues 
• Permanent fence and gate to control property access 
• Fire alarm system  
• Repurposed security system installed in the building 
• Exterior lighting to be fixed and enhanced 
• Landscaping shrubs to be trimmed up 
• Security personnel will be on-site during operating hours 
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Proposed Interior Remodel Scope of Work 
• Area for day center: 5,000 sq. ft.  
• Wall off day center from rest of building for now 
• Add showers (both accessible and family) 
• Add a laundry room (and washers and dryers) 
• Add a stove and microwave for snack preparation 
• Remove carpeting and install new flooring 
• Potential HVAC system upgrade 
• Target opening of day center in September or ASAP 
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Day Center Capital Costs and Funding Sources (one-time) 

Future Day Center- 17 

*Note: State funding requires a 10-year agreement with Share.  

Cost categories Amount 
Architect  $   50,000 
Furniture and equipment  $   75,000 
Remodeling total $ 650,000 
TOTAL $ 775,000 

* 



Possible Day Center Services (Operated by SHARE) 
• Limited to 74 people/day 
• Open 7 days/week, 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
• Restrooms, showers & laundry 
• Personal belongings storage 
• Mental health counseling (not crisis) 
• Case management and job search 

assistance 
• Mail and phone charging stations  
• Limited food service (soup & 

sandwiches)  
 

• Clothing available 
• Share Community Outreach Team 
• Severe weather shelter  
• Talkin’ Trash (Job training program) 
• Transportation Assistance 
• Group rooms for classes and study 
• Additional on-site providers 
• Outdoor activity area 
• Support groups 
• Ability to allow pets 
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Estimated Annual Operating Costs/Funding 
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Funding Uses Amount 

Building maintenance $     79,800 

Onsite Security $     92,000 

Share operating contract $   400,000 

TOTAL $   571,800 

Funding Sources Amount 
Affordable Housing Fund* $    241,800 

County Deed Rec. Fee $    200,000 

Vancouver Housing Authority $ 100,000 

Confirmed Donor** $   30,000 

TOTAL $   571,800 

*Pending Council Authorization 
** Years 1-5 commitment only 



Good Neighbor Partnership Agreement 
• Agreement between the City, 

Share and adjacent 
neighborhoods 

• Objective is to memorialize the 
City’s commitment to addressing 
any impacts, providing a process 
for complaints, and being a good 
steward of the property   
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Possible Ingredients in Good 
Neighbor Agreement 

Property maintenance  

Safety/Security 

Trash removal 

Street Lights in Vicinity 

Process to address concerns 

Communication expectations 

Code of Conduct by Clients 

Day Center Programming  



Next Steps: Implementation of Day Center Plan  
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• Clean up outside building and landscaping as soon as possible  
• Work with architect and service providers to finalize space plan -  

April – May 2018  
• Finalize Good Neighbor Partnership Agreement 
• Finalize funding and operational agreements; continued cultivation 

of additional donors 
• Obtain City permits – May 2018 
• Construction and site improvements – June/July/August 2018 
• Target move-in day center services - September 

 



Future uses – Community Input will be Needed   
• Determine appropriate uses for remainder of the building and site 

through an extensive community involvement process, including 
nearby neighborhoods, service providers, agencies, etc. 

• Begin community conversation in the fall, after day center is in 
operation 

• Currently no funding has been specifically identified for other 
related uses 
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Questions and Discussion 

Chad Eiken, Community and Economic Development Director 
 chad.eiken@cityofvancouver.us, (360) 487-7882 
Peggy Sheehan, Community Development Program Manager 
 peggy.sheehan@cityofvancouver.us, (360) 487-7952 
www.cityofvancouver.us/homelessness 
 



 

 
 
 
 
DATE:  March 21, 2018 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner, Community and Economic Development 

Department 
 
RE: April 16 work session review of 5th Plain Creek Station proposal consisting of: 

• Annexation of a 33-acre property at 15306 Fourth Plain Boulevard  
• Establishment of Comprehensive Plan and zoning map designations. The site is 

currently zoned for mixed use by Clark County. Rather than convert to the City 
mixed use zone, the applicant is requesting commercial zoning for the southern 
approximately 5.5 acres of the site, and multi-family residential zoning for the 
northern 27.5 acres. 

• Authorization of a Development Agreement ensuring future site development will 
be substantially consistent with the applicant’s conceptual site plan, and 
precluding certain low-intensity commercial uses.  

 
CC:  Eric Holmes, City Manager 

 
 
Background 
 
This memorandum summarizes the status of the proposal in advance of the April 16 City Council 
worksession. A full listing of the procedural steps completed to date and upcoming is as follows: 
 

• November 9. 2017 – Annexation request submitted by property owner  
• January 8, 2018 – City Council held public meeting formally initiating annexation process 

through adoption of resolution specifying the area to be annexed, finding no City 
indebtedness is involved, and acknowledging that the applicant may request a 
Comprehensive Plan map designation other than what would automatically be assigned 
through the direct conversion table.  

• February 27, 2018 – Planning Commission worksession on proposed Comprehensive Plan 
designation and zone map designations, and related DA 

• March 13, 2018 – Planning Commission public hearing on proposed Comprehensive Plan 
designation and zone map assignment, and related DA  

• April 16, 2018 City Council worksession review of proposed annexation, Comprehensive 
Plan and zoning map designations, and DA 

• May 7, 2018 City Council first reading of ordinance assigning Comprehensive Plan and 
zoning map designations and DA 

Memorandum 
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• May 21, 2018 City Council public hearing of ordinance assigning Comprehensive Plan and 
zoning map designations and DA 

• June 25, 2018 City Council first reading of ordinance finalizing annexation 
• July 2, 2018 City Council public hearing of ordinance finalizing annexation 

 
Staff contacts in advance of the worksession are Bryan Monroe (bryan.monroe@cityofvancouver.us, 
360 487-7958) for annexation issues, and Bryan Snodgrass (bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us, 
360-487-7946 for map designation and Development Agreement map issues. 
 

 
Proposal 
 
An annexation request for the 33-acre site was requested by the property owner on November 9, 
2017, as noted. To assign City map designations to annexing properties, VMC 20.230 provides for 
either a direct conversion from the County designations to the most consistent City equivalent, or 
consideration of different designations concurrent with the annexation. Existing Clark County 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for the property are Mixed Use and MX. The most 
consistent City designations would be a Commercial Comprehensive Plan designation and MX 
zoning. The applicant has requested the property upon annexation be designated Commercial and 
CG for the lower 5.5 aces of the site abutting Fourth Plain Blvd, and the remaining 27.5 acres in the 
upper site designated Urban High Density Residential and R-18. See Exhibit 1 on page 4 herein.  
 
The applicant has also submitted a conceptual site plan on for future development. The most recent 
version envisions 361 single-family, townhome and apartment units and approximately 51,400 
square feet of commercial development. The site plan also envisions a two-acre park area in the 
residential portion of the site, linkages between the residential and commercial portions of the site 
and to the surrounding neighborhood, and landscaping and a plaza seating area on the 
commercial portion abutting Fourth Plain Boulevard.  See Exhibit 2, page 5. The applicant has 
agreed to staff’s request to enter into a Development Agreement ensuring that future development 
be substantially consistent with the site plan, and the future commercial development not include 
storage, non-accessory parking, or dog day care uses otherwise allowed in the CG zone. See page 
48. 
 
A traffic study provided by the applicant (page 29) estimated there would be approximately 38% 
fewer automobile trips generated under the proposed R-18 and CG zoning designations than the 
current MX designation. The site is served by C-Tran number 74 route. Sewer and water is provided 
by the City of Vancouver. Public schools are provided by the Evergreen School District, which 
estimated the future development envisioned by the site plan would generate an additional 46 
elementary school students, and Pioneer Elementary School serving the site is currently 20 students 
over capacity. However, the district also indicated a future elementary school will be built at NE 
39th St/NE 162nd Ave which will relieve pressure on Pioneer Elementary. Staff estimates more than 
$2.5 million in School Impact Fees would likely be generated by the envisioned development. See 
pages 55 and 59-61. 
 
Site specific impacts will be reviewed in greater detail through subdivision review of the proposed 
residential portion of the site, and site plan review for the commercial portion. The conceptual site 
plan appears largely consistent with transportation standards reviewed at that stage, although 
connections will likely be requested to all adjoining street stubs. The ownership status of the 
proposed park area embedded in the residential portion of the site will be finalized, likely as a 

mailto:bryan.monroe@cityofvancouver.us
mailto:bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us
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private park with public access according to applicant testimony. Future subdivision review of the 
residential development at the site will include a public hearing. Site plan review of the commercial 
area is administrative. 
 
Comparing proposed development intensity and impacts of the envisioned site plan with potential 
development under the current MX zone is complicated by the wide range of options provided by 
City MX standards. Up to 80% of future development could be devoted to commercial uses under 
MX, whereas the proposed site plan devotes approximately 80% of the site area to residential 
uses. Under MX those residential uses could be developed at densities as high as 35 units per acre, 
approximately twice allowed under the proposed R-18 zone. In practice market and locational 
considerations would likely result in mixed use development at densities and intensities less than the 
maximum allowance. 
 
 
Planning Commission Review 
 
At the March 13 public hearing, following a February 27 worksession, the Planning Commission 
voted unanimously to recommend approval of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and zoning 
designations, and authorization of the Development Agreement. Commission discussion noted that 
the proposal was well designed overall, and cited the Staff Report, which found the proposal 
includes connectively and many but not all features of a mixed development, is at densities 
consistent with what might reasonably be expected in a mixed use development at this location, 
and is compatible with the surrounding area. Staff also found that although mixed development 
standard are sufficiently flexible to allow development,  the property has not developed under 
County MX zoning to date, and successful examples of larger scale mixed use development in 
Vancouver are within or closer to urban centers. See Exhibit 4, Planning Commission staff report, 
beginning on page 7. Regional zoning and UGA maps are on pages 19 and 20. The applicant’s 
economic analysis, including an assessment of mixed use viability of the site, begins on page 34.  
 
Six persons testified at the hearing with questions or concerns about proposed development 
intensity and through traffic implications, lack of notice of the proposal, and potential wetlands on 
the proposal site and surrounding area. Exhibit 3 on page 6 of this memo contains minutes of the 
March 13 hearing. A tape of the hearing is available at 
https://www.cvtv.org/program/vancouver-planning-commission. Two written comments received 
before and after the hearing (pages 58 and 62) raise concerns about impacts from multi-family 
development in the proposal. Annexation issues were not part of the Planning Commission review, 
and no annexation comments have been received by staff. 
 
 
Exhibits:  
 

1. Site vicinity aerial photo and proposed zoning – page 4 
2. Proposed Site Plan – page 5 
3. March 13, 2018 Planning Commission minutes- page 6 
4. Staff Report for Planning Commission – page 10. (Regional zoning and UGA maps on page 

19 and 20. Applicant traffic study and economic analysis on page 29 and 34. Development 
Agreement on page 48)    

5. Staff Report Addendum – page 54 
6. Additional public comment received after Planning Commission hearing – page 62 

https://www.cvtv.org/program/vancouver-planning-commission
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EXHIBIT 1 – SITE VICINITY PHOTO AND PROPOSED ZONING 
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EXHIBIT 2 – PROPOSED SITE PLAN-MARCH 13 VERSION 
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EXHIBIT 3 – MARCH 13, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES 
 
Present:  Erik Paulsen, Marjorie Ledell, John Lee, Steve Schulte, Jack Harroun, Audrey Mattoon 
and Jim Atkins.  
 
Bryan Snodgrass presented before the Planning Commission Board the proposed amendment to be 
made for the 5th Plain Creek Station Comprehensive Plan and rezone in conjunction with 
annexation. The subject property is immediately outside Vancouver city limits in unincorporated 
Clark County, but the applicant has proposed annexation along with the designation assignment. 
VMC 20.230 allows annexing properties be either assigned new City designations most consistent 
with their existing County designations, or other designations which may be considered concurrent 
with the annexation rather than in the fall as part of the Annual Review process. A public meeting 
initiating the annexation process and referring the proposed designation change to the Planning 
Commission for recommendation was held by the Vancouver City Council on January 8, 2018. 
The applicant has provided a traffic study estimating the proposed map change would reduce likely 
future traffic generated, based on estimates of 7,078 daily vehicle trips including 683 in the 
evening peak hour under the proposed GC and R-18 zones compared to 11,505 and 1,112 under 
the current MX zone. Staff recommends establishment of proposed R-18 and CG zones and 
accompanying Comprehensive Plan map designations, and adoption of Development Agreement, 
as described in staff report. The site has not developed under its current MX designation, and its 
location and surrounding uses suggest mixed use development may not occur in the near future. 
The proposed conceptual site plan largely provides density, connectivity and open space features 
that would be provided under the MX zone. 
 
Commissioner Harroun asked about the ownership status of the parks and whether any parks will 
end up public or not. Snodgrass responded that the issue would have to be finalized at the 
subdivision stages, but at this point there is some concern from park staff about the developer 
making that kind of commitment. The second concern from Commissioner Harroun was the lack 
of recommendation of any kind of development standards for the appearance of building. 
Snodgrass clarified that at this stage, development standards are not discussed but that there is a 
subarea plan that includes a policy on history design review. Commissioner Atkins asked about the 
estimate of housing units that could be developed in this site to be able to understand the ability to 
maximize housing versus maximizing retail space. Snodgrass answered that it all depends on the 
size of the units and these calculations are not included in such early stage of this process. It is 
understood from the applicant that they are envisioning approximately 5% of the units be three 
bedroom units, our analysis hasn’t assumed one way or the other. The affordable housing 
community acknowledges that there are families on the waiting list in need for three bedroom 
units. There is no established policy or practice in making a specific requirement like this within a 
development agreement. Commissioner Atkins explained that his concern on the specific numbers 
were in light of thinking of the provision of affordable housing options for the community.  

Kurt Stonex from Olson Engineering, on behalf of the applicant, addressed the Planning 
Commission Board. He added that all retail would be up against the residential zone and that all 
retail related services would happen through the front door including garbage disposal. Stonex 
added that this area of the city or county is more suburban in nature and the zoning that has been 



7 
 

proposed seems much more appropriate for the site and the location it is in the county. As seen in 
the proposal, the commercial areas are along Fourth Plain recognizing the residential character of 
the neighborhood. The intensity of the density gets higher as it nears Fourth Plain where you find 
the W units which are walk up apartments, about 144 of those currently proposed and designated 
for rent. There was a pre application that we put in which resulted in some of the layout changes 
that are currently shown.  

Public Testimony 
Chair Erik Paulsen opened the floor for public testimony.  
Christa Carey, resident of 15713 NE 70th Street expressed her concern with how this development 
will add on to the already parking challenges in the neighborhood. Christa owns an at home day 
care and has received complaints about the volume of traffic that her business brings in. Christa is 
interested in receiving more information about the projections on traffic volume with the proposed 
development as well as livability for residents. Christa appreciated the integrated development and 
the thoughtfulness of pedestrian traffic from the proposed mixed use building development.    
Chair Paulsen commented that the Planning Commission’s decision making criteria is comparing 
and contrasting what can be developed under the current zoning and what can be developed under 
the proposed zoning amendments. There is a traffic study that the developer has provided which 
shows that build out with the MX zoning there would be more trips per day than under the zoning 
amendments that the applicant is proposing.  
Donald Horton, resident of 15121 NE 73rd Circle expressed his concern about the 10 foot 
encroachment in the upper left corner of the development. Mr. Horton is also concerned about the 
amount of traffic that would bring in the northern part of the development, exactly at 154th Avenue 
as it connects to the North close to a single family residential area that has an odd style traffic 
circle. Mr. Horton’s ultimately preference would be to keep the area as a cow pasture. A secondary 
preference to him would be something closer to a single family development that is around on the 
north and on the west and that if the zoning will change and it can be change to fit closer to this 
type of development.  
Chair Paulsen commented that current zoning is mixed use which would be more intensive than 
what the applicant is proposing.  
Jan Christ, resident 15807 NE 70th Street provided the Planning Commission board with a letter. 
Jan expressed her concern for the lack of knowledge from her neighborhood that this was 
happening. Only a few people had received the information card that was sent out by the City and 
County. The residents of 70th street are concerned about the implementation of the construction for 
the development. The residents believe there will be limitations for a construction truck to make it 
through with the limited amount of off street parking and the safety of pedestrians especially kids 
crossing and running around streets at all times of the day. There are a lot of narrow streets in the 
neighborhood and the street parking congestion has only been getting worse.  Jan wants to make 
sure that this plan will make sure that they are minimizing adverse impacts to adjacent areas 
including neighborhoods. The last concern is that there is no SEPA determination including in this 
application as this is concerning development on an existing wetland, which makes it an unsaleable 
property.  
Carolyn Charette Butler, resident of 15112 NE 70th St commented that her concern is that it will 
greatly increase traffic on her street and with that a potential danger to pedestrians, especially kids, 
who are always crossing streets day and night. Carolyn would like to ask the applicant to 
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reconsider the flow of traffic that the development will cause to her neighborhood, as well as a 
clear timeline for this development.    
 
 
Robert Lang, resident of 15113 NE 71st Street, expressed his concern with the property line of the 
development that borders his property which is labeled SF1 and SF2.  
Kurt Stonex, on behalf of the applicant addressed the questions raised by the public testimonies. 
Stonex clarified that the applicant is right now just looking at a zone change at this point; a lot of 
the concerns raised are development review concerns which would be addressed in public hearings 
later, if the zone change is modified.  
The traffic from the project will generally go to and from Fourth Plain, 90% of it will not be going 
through the neighborhoods. The current zoning would allow higher density than what is being 
proposed. As far as the connections to the neighborhood streets, the city staff is telling where to 
connect as many as streets as you can for pedestrian circulation. Stonex anticipates more of the 
neighborhood traffic coming through this project to get through Forth Plain and vice versa. The 
developers is okay with the park being public, it is assumed that there is public access to it, but the 
city may not want to maintain, the developers will not be thinking of making it an exclusive park, 
regardless of who maintains it.  
In the north west corner an area labeled encroachment, the fence line encroaches onto the property 
about 10 feet versus the survey line. There is no intention to go beyond the fence; there will be no 
attempt to across the fence line. SF 1 and SF 2 just indicate single family detached residence, so 
your standard house. The right way of way label was placed because transportation staff suggested 
that they would want to do that in lieu of future development to the west. City staff has also 
indicated that it might not be need it. The apartment units are parked at one and a half units or one 
and half spaces per unit. The townhomes will all have single car garages. There is a lot of on street 
parking more than a normal neighborhood because there are no driveways to block.  
The question about the wetlands is more appropriate at development review but we have had a 
wetland biologist assess the site and there are no wetlands on the site. There are some oak trees 
which we will be preserving in the park. In regards with the timeline, the schedule is to proceed as 
soon as possible, potentially breaking ground next year. The applicant is open to looking at some 
calming traffic devices because a lot of the connectivity was dictated to the applicant. This is 
something that we will work closely with the City.  
Bryan Snodgrass added that there was SEPA determination done at the zone stage, it is relatively 
high level, and the mapping indicators for wetlands did not indicate the presence of them. In terms 
of timeline and the opportunity for the community to be involved with the development of this 
project, following this hearing there will an annexation and rezone workshop with City Council on 
April 16th and a hearing to include public testimonies on May 21st and July 2nd. These dates are 
tentatively but the city will update it periodically on the website and be in touch with parties who 
have testified here as well as the heritage neighborhood association. The subdivision and site plan 
process subdivision review would be required for the residential portion and would be include a 
public hearing but this has not been scheduled and will involve a hearing examiner. This is where 
there would more discussion around the precise number of trips that are generated by the proposal 
and what the traffic movements would be generated as well as any signalization and other access 
control is appropriate is part of a subdivision phase of the development. This would be the best 
opportunity to convey concerns and have parking and traffic related concerns from the community. 
The public notice process that was provided for this development included notifying twice the 
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chair of the heritage neighborhood association about a month ago; publish a notice in the paper, 
sign posting on the site as well as a hardcopy postcard mail notice to everybody within 500 feet of 
the borders of the property. We will also add the parties from this hearing to that notice list. If 
anyone has further comments or questions about this project, they are encouraged to contact Bryan 
Snodgrass at bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us. The community is encouraged to continuously 
check the City’s website for updates on development projects around the city as well as on 
individual projects.  
Chair Paulsen encouraged the applicant to engage directly with the neighborhood in some way so 
that they can mitigate some of the concerns and be proactive in terms of your role in the outreach 
process. It would be important to find a compromise that is not adversarial and worked 
collaboratively in the ideas for this development project.   
A motion was made by Commissioner Atkins, seconded by Commissioner Harroun and approved 
by a 6-0 vote to recommend City Council to approve the proposed amendment dated March 13, 
2018.  
Commissioner Atkins expanded on his support saying that the project is in compliance with the 
decisional criteria. It seems a well-designed project, the traffic issues can be addressed during the 
land use development process. Commissioner Harroun elaborated on his decision as well by 
commenting that the project falls in line with the city’s density goals with housing and keeping 
some of these housing options affordable with the inclusion of townhomes in the design. There’s 
overall impact on the surrounding impact but overall it will contribute to a larger benefit to the 
community. It would be wise to look at creating some development standards for up and down the 
corridor for the long term. Commissioner Mattoon added that a lot of the concerns heard tonight 
from the public are all very similar about the amount of traffic. The amount of density that this is 
going to bring and the rezone will actually is going to be less traffic, less density if we did not 
change the zoning. In this case there is concern about development in general, but the zoning 
change is more beneficial to these neighborhoods than if we were to proceed with the original 
zoning in that area. Commissioner Schulte clarified that the Planning Commission approved the 
staff recommendation on rezoning and development agreement, the board did not get into details 
that are subsequent and down the road. There will be many other layers with opportunities for 
public comment to discuss the details of issues later on. 
Commissioner Ledell commented that she will be interested in what a subarea plan would look like 
because it does beg the question what the standards will be, as well as the park master plan, but is 
nonetheless in support of the motion. Chair Paulsen concluded that the project is more compatible 
with the surrounding areas and the neighborhood rather than increase the already existing uses in 
the Fourth Plain corridor. It is especially important to note that there would potentially be an 
application for a more intensive use in the future term which would have more challenges for the 
neighborhoods than the proposed project. While the developers could have asked for higher 
density, they choose not to in order to be a “good neighbor”. From what the public testimonies, it 
is important to point out that there was a general sentiment that everyone likes the proposal but 
residents would like to minimize the externalities with traffic and other nuisances that can come 
along with any other kind of development. Commissioner Paulsen hopes that as the process 
continues forward that the developer will continue to have a high level of engagement with the 
public in order to collaborate for something that everybody feels good about.  
 
  

mailto:bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us
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EXHIBIT 4 – PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT  

 
March 13, 2018 Planning Commission Public Hearing Staff Report  

5th Plain Creek Station Comprehensive Plan and Zone change in conjunction with 
annexation – Commercial/MX to Urban High Density/R-18 and Commercial/CG  

 

 
Report Date:   February 22, 2018 
Proposal: Assign Comprehensive Plan and zoning map designations for a 33-acre site 

proposed for annexation, and adopt related development agreement.  Assign 
Commercial/GC and Urban High Density/R-18 zoning designations to the site, 
rather than the Commercial/MX designation that would automatically be assigned 
through the direct conversion zone assignment method.   

Location: 15306 NE Fourth Plain Blvd, # 159108000, Section 12 T2N, R2E Willamette 
Meridian  

Proponent: 5th Plain Creek Station LLC,  
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City Staff: Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner, 360 487-7946, 
bryan.snodgrass@ci.vancouver.wa.us 

Recommendation: Forward to City Council recommendation to approve the proposed 
amendment 

 
I. BACKGROUND AND REVIEW PROCESS 

The subject property is immediately outside Vancouver city limits in unincorporated Clark County, 
but the applicant has proposed annexation along with the designation assignment. VMC 20.230 
allows annexing properties be either assigned new City designations most consistent with their 
existing County designations, or other designations which may be considered concurrent with the 
annexation rather than in the fall as part of the Annual Review process. A public meeting 
initiating the annexation process and referring the proposed designation change to the Planning 
Commission for recommendation was held by the Vancouver City Council on January 8, 2018. The 
specific sequencing of the proposed annexation and map designation assignment is as follows: 

• November 9. 2017 – Annexation request submitted. 
• January 8, 2018 – City Council held public meeting formally initiating annexation process 

through adoption of resolution specifying the area to be annexed, finding no City 
indebtedness is involved, and acknowledging that the applicant may request a different 
designation from what would automatically be assigned based on the existing County 
designation. 

• February 27, 2018 – Planning Commission worksession on the designation change. 
• March 13, 2018 – Planning Commission public hearing on the designation change. 
• April 16 and May 21, 2018 – City Council worksession and public hearings on proposed 

designation change. Annexation to be finalized at separate hearing. 

Notice of the March 13 Planning Commission public hearing on the designation change was 
provided through publication in the Columbian newspaper, posting of signs at the proposal site, 
and mailing of hardcopy notice to properties within 500 feet of the proposed rezone site.  A SEPA 
Determination of Non-significance (DNS) was issued and published in the Columbian on February 
15, 2018. E-mail notice was provided to the Chair of the Heritage Neighborhood Association in 
which the site is located.  

 
II. PROPOSAL SUMMARY 
 
The Current Clark County Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for the property are MX 
and MX. The most consistent City designations would be a Commercial Comprehensive Plan 
designation and an MX zoning designation. The applicant is requesting that different designations 
be assigned upon annexation of the property- Commercial with CG for the lower approximately 
5.5 aces of the site abutting Fourth Plain Blvd, and to Urban High Density Residential and R-18 for 
the upper 27.5 acres. The site is surrounded by existing single family development to the west, 
north and east. Immediately east and south of the site is the Heritage Plaza neighborhood 

mailto:bryan.snodgrass@ci.vancouver.wa.us
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shopping center, which is within the City of Vancouver. South of the proposal site across Fourth 
Plain Blvd within city limits is an auto wrecking yard.  
 
The applicant has also submitted a conceptual site plan, Attachment C to this report, indicating 
the specific development configuration envisioned if the designation change is approved. 
Attachment represents a modest change to the original conceptual site plan submitted with the 
map change application, and now indicates 378 single-family, townhome and apartment units 
and approximately 51,400 square feet of commercial development. The previous version 
indicated 338 housing units and 55,000 square feet of commercial development.   Also included 
in the site plan are two park areas in the residential portion of the development, two pedestrian 
connections from the park areas to commercial activity in the southern portion of the site, 
landscaping on the southern edge of the site abutting Fourth Plain Blvd., and commercial plazas 
between two of the commercial buildings abutting the street.  At the request of City staff, a 
Development Agreement is also proposed requiring future development to be substantially 
consistent with the conceptual site plan, and exclude storage, non-accessory parking, and dog 
day care uses that are otherwise allowed in the proposed CG zone but have limited employment 
benefit on high use corridors such as Fourth Plain Blvd. See Attachment G. 
 
The applicant has provided a traffic study estimating the proposed map change would reduce 
likely future traffic generated, based on estimates of 7,078 daily vehicle trips including 683 in the 
evening peak hour under the proposed GC and R-18 zones compared to 11,505 and 1,112 under 
the current MX zone. See Attachment E. Detailed transportation impacts will be reviewed as part 
of future subdivision and/or site plan review required for project approval. The conceptual site 
plan appears largely consistent with transportation standards reviewed at that stage, although 
connections will likely be requested to all adjoining street stubs. The site is served by C-Tran, with 
the number 74 route providing hourly weekday service on Fourth Plain abutting the site between 
Vancouver Mall to the west and 162nd Avenue to the east. 
 
Sewer and water serving the property is provided by the City of Vancouver. The site is in the 
Evergreen School District and served by Pioneer Elementary, Frontier Middle and Union High 
Schools. The District has been notified of the zone change request but has not commented on 
implications for capacity of the impacted schools. Future development as envisioned in the 
conceptual site plan would likely be required to pay approximately $2.4 million in School Impact 
Fees.  Specific assessments will be determined at the development review stage, along with Park 
and Traffic Impact Fees. 
 
In response to questions raised by the Planning Commission at the February 27 worksession, the 
following additional information is provided about the proposed development: 

• Ownership status of the two park areas proposed will be finalized at the development 
review stage. City parks staff have raised concerns over accepting ownership of the areas 
rather than equivalent Park Impact Fees given the proposed park area is below the 
adopted standard and the proximity of other public parks nearby. If the park areas 
remain private, City practice has not been to require public access easements. 
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• As discussed at the worksession, traffic impact fee district boundaries change with 
annexation, so fees collected from development at the site would be spent in Vancouver. 
Specific transportation impacts and requirements will be determined at the development 
review stage. The proposed primary site access to Fourth Plain Boulevard at NE 154th 
Avenue will likely be limited to right-in, right-out travel, with median strip extension to 
facilitate this. Pending further analysis the extension of NE 154th Avenue through the site 
linking the commercial and residential portions of the site does not raise significant 
concerns. The 152nd Avenue intersection at the southwest corner of the site will likely 
require signalization in the near future.  

• Staff will provide additional information at or before the March 13 public hearing 
regarding development provisions for 3-bedroom rental housing, and frontage along 
Fourth Plain Boulevard. 

 
 
III.  REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS  
 

VMC 20.285.060.B  Approval criteria for Comprehensive Plan map amendments, and rezones 
of more than 25 acres 
 

1. Overall.  Proposed amendments reviewed under this chapter shall be approved only if 
demonstrated by  
the proponent to be in the public interest, as based on a review of all applicable principals from the 
following: 

a. How the proposal is more consistent with applicable policies of the comprehensive plan than 
the existing designation, and 

b. How the proposal is more consistent with each of the following objectives than the existing 
designation. Consistency is not required where the objective is clearly not applicable to the 
type of proposal involved. 
1.  Encourage more intensive development to locate in major urban centers and corridors, 

particularly downtown Vancouver. Encourage development of distinct neighborhoods 
served by commercial nodes, and discourage urban sprawl and strip commercial 
development; 

2. Provide development of uses which are functionally integrated with surrounding areas and 
neighborhoods in terms of local shopping, employment, recreational or other opportunities; 

3. Provide development which is compatible and integrated with surrounding uses in terms of 
scale, orientation, pedestrian enhancements, and landscaping; 

4. Conserve or enhance significant natural or historical features; 
5. Provide adequate provision of transportation, water, sewer, and other public services; 
6. Provide significant family wage employment opportunities and broadening of the 

Vancouver economy; and 
7. Provide for the formation and enhancement of neighborhoods and communities. 

2. Scope of review.  Review and evaluation of proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map changes 
shall consider both the likely and possible future use of the site and associated impacts. 
3. Cumulative Impacts. The review of individual comprehensive plan map or policy amendments, 
other than exceptions noted in 20.285.030, shall also consider the cumulative transportation, land 
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supply, and environmental impacts of other plan amendments proposed within the same annual 
cycle. 

 4.     Required Findings.  No amendment to comprehensive plan or zoning maps shall be approved 
unless the required findings of VMC 20.285.085 have been addressed in the written staff report and 
the written decision of the review authority. 

 
  Applicable Vancouver Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 

CD-2  Citywide land supplies 
Encourage efficient development patterns throughout Vancouver to ensure achievement of an 
average density of 8 units per acre set by countywide planning policies . Encourage higher density and 
more intense development in areas that are more extensively served by facilities, particularly 
transportation and transit services. 
 
CD-4  Urban centers and corridors.  
 Achieve the full potential of existing and emerging urban activity centers and the corridors that 
connect them, by:  
(a) Promoting or reinforcing a unique identity or function for individual centers and corridors  
(b) Planning for a compact urban form with an appropriate mix of uses  
(c) Working with stakeholders to develop flexible standards to implement the vision for that center or 
corridor 
(d) Encouraging innovative, attractive private development that efficiently uses available land and 
resources  
(e) Establishing connectivity within each center and to other areas to provide accessibility  
(f) Providing a range of transportation options  
(g) Investing in public facilities and amenities to enhance livability 
 
CD-5  Mixed use development 
Facilitate development that combines multiple uses in single buildings or integrated uses. 
 
CD-6  Neighborhood livability 
Maintain and facilitate development of stable, multi-use neighborhoods that contain a compatible 
mix of housing, jobs, stores, and open and public spaces in a well-planned, safe pedestrian 
environment. 
 
CD-9  Compatible uses 
Facilitate development that minimizes adverse impacts to adjacent areas, particularly neighborhoods. 
 
CD-10  Complementary uses.  
Locate complementary land uses near one another to maximize opportunities for people to work or 
shop near where they live. 
 
H-1  Housing options 
Provide for a range of housing types and densities for all economic segments of the population. 
Encourage equal and fair access to housing for renters and homeowners. 
 
H-5 Housing placement near services and centers 
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Facilitate siting of higher density housing near public transportation facilities and in designated 
centers and corridors. 
 
The existing Vancouver Comprehensive Plan may be read in full at 
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/community_and_economic_devel
opment/page/874/vancouvercomprehensiveplan2011-2030.pdf 

 
 

Staff Findings: On balance the proposed R-18 residential and CG commercial designations are 
more consistent with the above criteria than the current MX designations. Both the proposed 
and current zones would facilitate relatively intensive development on the Fourth Plain 
corridor, as called for in above criteria VMC 20.285.060.B.1.b.1, and Vancouver Comprehensive 
Plan policies CD-2, Efficient Development Patterns, and CD-4, Urban Centers and Corridors. The 
proposed R-18 and CG zones as envisioned by the applicant would provide for 378 housing 
units, along with 51,400 square feet of commercial development, while the MX zone would 
require a minimum of 12 units per acre on between 20% to 80% of the site, with non-
residential uses on the remainder.  Under the City MX designation, the number of housing units 
could range from approximately  70 to 900. The existing and proposed zones are likely similar in 
terms of  integration and compatibility with surrounding uses, as the applicant’s proposed site 
plan provides for road and pedestrian connections with surrounding areas and includes a park 
within the site. The existing MX zone does better comply with Comprehensive Plan policy CD-5, 
Mixed Use Development, but as noted likely development under the proposed R-18 and CG 
zones does include linkages between the residential and commercial portions of the site, and to 
an internal park. The Development Agreement requires that future development be 
substantially consistent with this vision.  
 
The primary difference between the existing and proposed zones is the relative likelihood and 
timing of future development. The applicant’s economic study, Attachment F, in summary 
argues that MX zone requirements regarding the minimum share of total site development 
allowed for non-residential uses, the minimum massing of the buildings (floor are ratio or FAR) 
and minimum parking requirements all combine to effectively require 2-3 story commercial or 
office development along with structured parking, which is financially unfeasible at the site’s 
location at the city edge.  The study acknowledges that commercial development might be 
more viable if the more of the overall site was devoted to it, but argues that offsetting 
reductions in residential development would render the overall project less viable, as the 
residential portions of mixed developments are the most predictable and profitable, and that 
extending commercial deeper into the site poses additional concerns. 
 
Staff finds the overall study conclusions regarding MX market feasibility at this site to be 
reasonable, although the specific calculations supporting the arguments do not appear to 
include key provisions in the MX code providing additional regulatory flexibility. VMC 
20.430.060C.2.h.4 allows the Planning Official to reduce parking requirements up to 25% if 
transit service is present as in this case, and 20.430.060.D allows a further 25% reduction on 
any and not just one numerical MX standard if demonstrated as necessary, allowing for 

http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/community_and_economic_development/page/874/vancouvercomprehensiveplan2011-2030.pdf
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/community_and_economic_development/page/874/vancouvercomprehensiveplan2011-2030.pdf
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potential reduction of the minimum percentage of the site required for non-residential 
building, the minimum FAR of the buildings, and minimum percentage set asides for 
landscaping and open space.  
 
Even with this added regulatory flexibility, market response remains a question. Successful 
examples of larger scale mixed use development in Vancouver are within or closer to urban 
centers, and this particular site under its current MX designation remains undeveloped. The 
immediate surrounding area consisting of single family residential and commercial 
development to the north, west and east, and low-intensity older industrial development to the 
south, does not suggest a ready market for mixed use development. Conditions will change 
over time, but under the City MX designation the site may remain undeveloped in the near to 
mid-term. If future development under the MX designation does occur, its benefits relative to 
the proposal may be lessened to an extent by the type of surrounding area development, and 
the fact that some of the residential density and site connectivity aspects of mixed use 
development have been incorporated in the applicant’s site plan. 
 
 
VMC 20.285.085 General Rezone Criteria and Required Findings for All Rezones 

 
A. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all rezones, including those involving an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan, except correction of mapping errors. In evaluating proposed rezones, the 
provisions of this chapter shall be weighed and balanced together to determine which zone best meets 
those provisions. In addition, the zone purpose, location criteria, and design statements, which 
describe the intended purpose and design of each designation, shall be used to assess the likelihood 
that the area proposed to be rezoned would function as intended. 
B. No single criterion or group of criteria shall be applied as an absolute requirement or test of the 
appropriateness of a zone designation, nor is there a hierarchy or priority of rezone considerations, 
unless a provision indicates the intent to constitute a requirement or sole criterion. 
C. Compliance with the provisions of this chapter shall constitute consistency with the Comprehensive 
Plan for the purpose of reviewing proposed rezones. 
D. The most appropriate zone designation shall be that for which the purpose, design statement, and 
location criteria for the specific zone match the characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than 
any other zone designation. The following zoning principles shall be considered: 
1. The impact of more intensive zones on less intensive zones or industrial and commercial zones on 
other zones shall be minimized by the use of transitions, physical edges, or buffers, if possible. A 
gradual transition between zoning categories is preferred. 
2. Physical edges and buffers, such as natural features, major traffic arterials and railroad tracks, open 
spaces, and distinct change in street layout and block orientation may provide an effective separation 
or transition between different uses and intensities of development. 
3. Physical edges, buffers and platted lot lines shall be considered in establishing boundaries. 
4. Boundaries between commercial and residential areas shall generally be established so that 
commercial uses face away from adjacent residential areas, unless physical edges or buffers (arterial 
streets, waterways, topographic breaks, mature natural or landscape buffers, etc) provide a more 
effective separation between uses. 
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5. Lower Density Residential areas may be rezoned to Higher Density zones only if the applicant 
demonstrates that the area no longer meets the location criteria for a Lower Density designation or 
the change is recommended as part of an adopted sub-area plan.  
E. Impact Evaluation. The review of a proposed rezone shall consider both positive and negative factors 
when evaluating land use and environmental impacts, including impacts on public facility and service 
capacities, in the area of the proposed rezone. 
F. The review of a proposed rezone shall include consideration of uses which can reasonably be 
anticipated based on the development potential of the requested zone, and the nature of the site and 
surrounding area. 
G. Consideration of changed circumstances shall include elements or conditions embodied in the 
location criteria, and the purpose and design statements, for the relevant zone. 

 
Staff Findings: The proposed and existing zones both appear consistent with these standards, 
as commercial development under either scenario would not likely face surrounding residential 
areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Zoning District Locational Criteria 
 
Section 20.420.025 Higher Density Residential Zone Function and Location Criteria. 
A. R-18 (Higher Density Residential) Zone Location Criteria. 
The R-18 designation is most appropriate in areas with the following characteristics and relationships to 
the surrounding area: 

1. Areas occupied by a substantial amount of multifamily development, but where factors such as narrow 
streets, on-street parking congestion, local traffic congestion, lack of alleys and irregular street patterns 
restrict local access and circulation and make a lower intensity of development desirable. 

2. Areas where properties are well-suited to multifamily development, but where adjacent single-family 
developments or public open space make a transitional scale of development (height and bulk) desirable. 
There should be a well-defined edge such as an arterial, open space, change in block pattern, 
topographic change or other significant feature that provides physical separation from the single-family 
area. (This is not a necessary condition where existing moderate scale multifamily structures have 
already established the scale relationship with abutting single-family areas). 

3. Properties must have access from collector or arterial streets, such that vehicular travel to and fromthe 
site is not required to use local access streets through lower density residential zones. 
 
Section 20.430.025 Commercial Zone Function and Location Criteria 
D. CG (General Commercial): 
The CG (General Commercial) Zone designation, as defined above, is most appropriate in areas 
designated by an adopted sub-area plan or generally characterized by the following: 
1. Existing shopping centers or shopping areas along arterials or major commercial nodes or strips 
characterized by heavy, non-retail commercial activity, often including a few major employers; 
2. Areas readily accessible from a principal arterial with sufficient capacity to support major commercial 
development and with good to excellent transit service; 
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3. Areas adjacent to or abutting industrial zones; 
4. Areas with physical edges that buffer residential districts, such as changes in residential street or lot 
layout that orient residential uses away from the commercial site, dense vegetation or landscaping, 
topographical features (i.e. ravines, cliffs), and other natural buffers. 
5. Areas with a predominance of large lots that could physically accommodate a wide range of 
commercial uses, including large uses. 
E. Additional Commercial Criteria 
1. Proposals to expand or create designated commercial areas shall include a current market analysis 
which identifies the need for the new commercial area/center. 
2. Proposals to expand or create designated commercial areas shall include a current land use analysis of 
commercially designated and zoned land in the market area of the proposed site that includes a 
discussion of why the amount or character of existing commercial lands are inadequate. 
 
Staff Findings:  There is no locational criteria specified in Vancouver code for the MX district. 
The residential portion of the proposal is consistent with some locational criteria for the R-18 
zone as the site plan includes single family homes at the edge of the development abutting 
similar existing homes in the adjacent neighborhood. The commercial portion of the proposal is 
consistent with some of the locational criteria of the CG zone as it will be accessed by a major 
arterial roadway with capacity to support the development. 

 
 
IV. RECOMMENDATION 

 
Based on analysis and findings in this report, staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
forward a recommendation to the Vancouver City Council to approve the proposed designation 
of Urban High Density/R-18 and Commercial/CG, and enter into a Development Agreement to 
ensure future development is substantially consistent with the applicant’s conceptual site plan, 
and excludes future uses as indicated herein.  
  
Attachments 

A. Regional zoning map 
B. Vancouver City and Urban Growth Area map 
C. Conceptual future site plan 
D. Applicant narrative 
E. Applicant traffic study 
F. Applicant Economic Analysis 
G. Development Agreement 
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ATTACHMENT A – CURRENT REGIONAL ZONING MAP 
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ATTACHMENT B – VANCOUVER CITY AND URBAN GROWTH AREA MAP 
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ATTACHMENT C – CONCEPTUAL FUTURE SITE PLAN (Original version) 
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ATTACHMENT D - APPLICANT NARRATIVE 
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ATTACHMENT E -  APPLICANT TRAFFIC STUDY 
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ATTACHMENT E -  APPLICANT ECONOMIC ANALSYSIS 
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ATTACHMENT F – DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
 

 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

 
EFFECTIVE DATE: ___________________, 2018 
 
PARTIES: 5th Plain Creek Station LLC 
 c/o Hurley Development 
  915 Broadway, Suite 250, Vancouver WA 98660 
 hereinafter:  "5th PLAIN" 
 
 City of Vancouver 
 P.O. Box 1995 
 Vancouver, WA  98668-1995 
 hereinafter:  "CITY" 
 
RECITALS: 
 "5th PLAIN" has requested annexation to the City of Vancouver, and establishment of 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning map designations of Commercial and CG on the southern portion 
of the property, and Urban High Density Residential and R-18 on the northern portion. The 
property is currently designated Mixed Use and MX by Clark County.  The subject property is 
serial number 159108-000, located at 15306 Fourth Plain Blvd, described as Exhibit A herein. 

Vancouver Municipal Code under VMC 20.230 provides two methods for assigning a 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designation to newly annexed areas. The first method allows 
annexing properties to be assigned the City designations most consistent with their existing County 
designations. The second method allows for that the consideration of a different designation, if 
done concurrent with the annexation. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, The Parties agree as follows: 
 
1. Recital.  The recitals are hereby incorporated into the Parties Agreement and shall bind the Parties as 

to the terms of this Agreement. 
 

2. Purpose. The Parties of this Development Agreement follows:  
 

2.1. Ensure that future development of the property is substantially consistent with 
conceptual site plan submitted by 5th PLAIN as part of its Comprehensive Plan and zoning map 
designation request depicted as Exhibit B herein, pending further change to the site plan required 
through future site plan or subdivision review.  

2.2. Ensure that future commercial development not include select commercial uses 
otherwise allowed in the proposed CG zone which have limited employment density relative to 
the potential opportunities afforded by high traffic corridors such as Fourth Plain Blvd. 
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3. Term. The initial term of this Development Agreement shall be for twenty (20) years from the 
effective date of this Agreement, which may be extended by mutual agreement between the Owner 
and the City and approved by the City Council in accordance with state law.   

 
4. Conditions.  
  4.1 Conceptual Development Plan. The proposed preliminary site plan described in 

Exhibit A and depicted in Exhibit B attached hereto, is incorporated herein by this reference.  
Development of the site shall be in substantial conformance with Exhibit B and in conformance 
with any Final Site Plan required and approved by or required by the City, or any alterations, 
changes or amendments thereto that are approved during any subsequent site plan approval 
process. 

  4.2 Uses.  The Property uses shall be those allowed in the zoning districts applied to 
the property, except that commercial use listed in VMC Table 20.430.030-1 of self serve storage, 
non-accessory parking, and dog day care shall be prohibited. 

 
5. Successors. This Development Agreement and all of its provisions shall be binding on the 

Parties and any and all of their assigns and successors in interest. 
 
6. Enforcement. This Development Agreement may be enforced by  the City through any remedy 

provided by law or in equity. 
 
7. Severability. If any provision of this Development Agreement, or the application of the 

provision to any person or circumstance, is declared invalid, then the rest of the agreement or the 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected. 

 
8. Authority.  Those signatories who sign on behalf of a limited liability company are expressly 

vested by the governing documents of such limited liability company which they purport to 
represent with the authority to bind such limited liability company in the manner in which such 
signatories have purported to bind their principal herein. 

 
9. Controlling Law. In the event of any litigation arising hereunder, or with respect hereto, 

the law of the State of Washington shall control, and all signatories hereto, do hereby submit 
themselves personally to the jurisdiction of the courts of the State of Washington, and do hereby 
agree that any action arising hereunder may be instituted in Clark County Superior Court, if the 
parties are served including anywhere not within the State of Washington, by any method 
authorized by Washington Law. 

 
10. Required Public Hearing. This Development Agreement is authorized by a Resolution of the City 

Council of the City of Vancouver following a hearing as required by RCW 36.70B.170. 
 
11. Extensions of Time for Performance. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in 

this Agreement, neither party shall be deemed to be in default where delays and performance or 
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failure to perform are due to war, insurrection, strike or other labor disturbances, walkouts, riots, 
floods, earthquakes, fires, casualties, acts of God, extended appeals by third parties or similar 
basis for excused performance which are not within the reasonable control of the party to be 
excused. Upon the request of either Party, an extension of time for such cause shall be granted in 
writing for the period of the forced delay, or longer, as may be mutually agreed upon. 

 
12. Vesting. The Parties agree that the development of the Property and this Development 

Agreement vests as to the permitted use, land use ordinance, regulation, and development 
standards in effect in Title 20 VMC as of the earlier of the date of any fully complete land use 
application being processed for approval with this Development Agreement, or the date of the 
execution of this Development Agreement.  "Vesting" shall mean that the Property is entitled to 
be used and to implement a site plan or other land use permit or approval that is substantially 
consistent with that shown in Exhibit B, and that the Property is entitled to be eligible to receive 
land use approval of development proposals ("implementing land use approval(s") that are 
consistent therewith, in accordance with the zoning, development and land use ordinances in 
effected upon the date of the vesting of this Development Agreement without any such 
application being subject to changes in ordinance, regulation, and development standards and 
regulations that are enacted or implemented subsequent to the date of vesting of this 
Development Agreement. Further, if an implementing land use approval has become final (not 
appealed), which is at variance with such ordinance, regulation, and development standards and 
regulations with the agreement of the applicant(s), the ordinance, regulation, and development 
standards and regulations manifested in such implementing land use approval(s) shall become 
vested under this Development Agreement. This Development Agreement and the development 
standards in, and terms of, this Development Agreement govern during the term of this 
Development Agreement and may not be subject to an amendment to a zoning ordinance, land 
use regulation, or development standard adopted after the effect date of this Development 
Agreement except with the agreement of the applicant or owner; provided that an applicant or 
owner of the Property may elect to waive vesting as to an ordinance, requirement, condition or 
standard and proceed under any ordinance, requirement, condition or standard more recently in 
effect by the City of Vancouver as allowed under VMC 20.250.040. This vesting shall continue 
beyond the term of this Development Agreement as to any fully complete implementing land use 
application in process or granted by the City during the term of this Development Agreement, for 
the normal term of approval of any such application or approval. Any permit or approval issued by 
the City, including any implementing land use approval, after the vesting of this Development 
Agreement must be consistent with this Development Agreement. Nothing contained herein shall 
preclude the City from exercising any and all rights it has under RCW 36.70B.170 to address issues 
of public health and safety. 

 
13. Exception to Vesting/Serious Threat to Public Health. Nothing contained in this Development 

Agreement shall preclude the City from exercising any and all rights it has under RCW 36.70.170(4) 
to address issues of public health and safety. 
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14. Construction. This Development Agreement sets forth the entire agreement of the parties. This 
Agreement shall be construed as a whole. No amendment, change or modification of any 
provision of this Agreement shall be valid unless set forth in writing and signed by both parties. To 
the extent of any conflict with any City regulations which may otherwise govern the Property, the 
terms and conditions of this Development Agreement shall prevail. 

 
15. Binding Effect. This Development Agreement, or a summary therefore, shall be recorded against 

the Property and shall run with the land subject only to the express conditions or limitations of 
this Agreement, and shall be singing upon and insure to the benefit of the respective successors 
and assigns of the parties.  Upon assignment of this Development Agreement or the conveyance 
of any parcel of the Property to which this agreement is applicable, the assignee/grantee shall be 
deemed to assume all rights, obligations and liabilities set forth in this Agreement as they relate to 
such parcel. 

 
16. Cooperation. Each party shall take such action (including, but not limited to the execution, 

acknowledgement and delivery of documents) as may reasonably be requested by the other party 
for the implementation or continuing performance of this Development Agreement.  In the event 
of any administrative, legal or equitable action or proceeding instituted by any person or party to 
this Agreement challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, or any subsequent 
action taken consistent with this Agreement, the parties shall cooperate in defending such action 
or proceeding to settlement or final judgment, including all appeals.  Each party shall select its 
own legal counsel and retain such counsel at its own expense. 

 
17.  Effective Date. This Development Agreement will become effective on signature by the City of 

Vancouver and 5th Plain Creek Station LLC or successor. 
 
 

Development Agreement by ordinance after a public hearing. 
 
DATED THIS ___ day of __________________, 2018 
 
[Signature pages to follow] 
 
 
CITY OF VANCOUVER 
 
By:    
 _________________,  
 Eric J. Holmes, City Manager 
 Dated: ___________ 
 
Attest: 
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                 ________________, 
   City Clerk 
 
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
 : ss. 
County of Clark ) 
 
I certify that  Eric J. Holmes appeared personally before me and that I know or have satisfactory evidence 

that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized to execute the instrument and 
acknowledged it as the City Manager of the CITY OF VANCOUVER to be the free and voluntary act of such party for 
the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument. 

 
DATED this _____ day of _______________, 2018 
 
NOTARY PUBLIC FOR WASHINGTON 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 
 
 
___________________________ 
5th Plain Creek Station LLC,  Owner 
Dated:  ____________ 
 
  
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
 : ss. 
County of Clark ) 
 
I certify that  _______________appeared personally before me and that I know or have satisfactory 

evidence that he/she signed this instrument, on oath stated that he/she was authorized to execute the instrument 
and to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument. 

 
DATED this _____ day of _______________, 2018 
  
NOTARY PUBLIC FOR WASHINGTON 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
 
 

EXHIBIT "B" 
CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN 
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EXHIBIT 5 – ADDENDUM TO PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF 
REPORT  

 

 
Addendum to March 13, 2018 Planning Commission Public Hearing Staff Report  

5th Plain Creek Station Comprehensive Plan and Zone change in conjunction with 
annexation – Commercial/MX to Urban High Density/R-18 and Commercial/CG at 

15306 NE Fourth Plain Blvd. 
 
Addendum Date:    March 12, 2018 

This addendum is provided to include updated information in the following areas: 

I. Revised Site Plan 
The applicant has modestly revised the site plan, primarily in the northwest portion of the site. 
One of two proposed park areas has been eliminated, replaced by a public street, Avenue B, and 
the total number of residential units has been reduced from 378 to 361. See attached. 
 
II. Three bedroom units 
Pursuant to a Planning Commission question at the worksession, applicant representatives have 
indicated approximately 5% of future housing units, or approximately 19 units, are anticipated to 
have three or more bedrooms. Staff communications with affordable housing providers indicates 
a local shortage of affordable three bedroom rental units to accommodate low to moderate 
income families. For market rate housing the situation is less clear, but anecdotal information 
suggests a relative shortage of 3-bedroom rental opportunities also exists. Twenty-eight percent 
of current Vancouver rental units contain 3 or more bedrooms according to the American 
Community Survey, compared with 32% nationally. Due to lag time in reporting this data may not 
include local apartment construction in 2016 and 2017. 
 
III. Fourth Plain frontage 
Also in response to the worksession discussion, the applicant indicates front elevations showing 
anticipated project development as seen from Fourth Plain Boulevard will be available at the 
public hearing. The conceptual site plan shows five buildings covering approximately half of the 
site frontage, located behind 18 trees abutting Fourth Plain. In addition to the main project 
entrance  proposed at 154th Avenue, an opening between fronting buildings with outdoor seating 
is also proposed between the 152nd and 154th intersections. The applicant has also provided 
additional narrative describing the commercial properties, attached. 
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IV. Public comment 
One comment has been received, attached, from a property owner abutting the site with 
questions about noise and the status of border trees. 
 
 
V. School District comment 
Attached are comments from the Evergreen School District regarding capacity of the Pioneer 
Elementary, Frontier Middle and Union High Schools serving the site, and broader trends of 
declining enrollment in the district raised by the applicant.  The comments address the estimated 
additional 46 students generated by residential development under the proposed R-18 zoning 
district, but not under the MX zoning district. MX district regulations would allow for substantially 
more students, although market conditions may not result in development in the near future or 
maximum density. The March 12 letter indicates Pioneer Elementary School is already 20 
students over capacity, although the follow-up email indicates a new elementary school will be 
built at NE 39th St/NE 162nd Ave which will relieve pressure on this school. The email also notes 
that the District has completed updated long term enrollment projections assuming higher levels 
of multi-family development in the area which project increases at the Pioneer Elementary and 
Frontier Middle Schools, and declines at Union High School. As noted in the staff report the 
project would likely result in $2.4 million in School Impact Fees under the original site plan 
proposed. 
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Revised Site Plan 
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Additional Narrative Regarding Commercial Area 
 
From: Kurt Stonex [mailto:kurt@olsonengr.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 10:58 AM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Cc: Jocelyn Cross 
Subject: 5th Plain 
 
Bryan, 
  
A couple of the commission members had questions on the commercial area.  Below is some additional 
information regarding the proposal : 
  

• Four north/south pedestrian walkways are proposed to link the commercial buildings along Fourth 
Plain with the residential area to the north.  Three are sidewalks along the public streets and the 
fourth is a dedicated pedestrian pathway the aligns with Avenue B.  The three sidewalks offer 
convenient linkages from the residential areas through the commercial area and out to Fourth 
Plain; users traditionally find these pathways safer because of the surveillance opportunities from 
the roadway.  The dedicated pathway brings people down Avenue B through a linear greenway 
and a series of outdoor spaces before reaching Fourth Plain.  These outdoor plazas become 
neighborhood gathering spaces supported by the commercial activities.  The short pathway linking 
the two plazas will be separated from the parking with different paving materials and a linear 
planter. 

• Two strong east/west pedestrian pathways are proposed which will intersect the north/south 
pathways and link the commercial businesses.  These pathways encourage cross-shopping within 
the commercial area of the development. 

• There are five buildings pushed up to the Fourth Plain right of way to activate the street 
frontage.  There will be screening of the drive thru lanes with a combination of softscape and 
hardscape features to support the southern edge of the development, while adding color and 
scale.  At mid-block the north/south pedestrian pathway passes through a large plaza area.  This 
plaza area is a focal point of the development and serves as a symbolic entry to the commercial 
area from Fourth Plain. 

• The shared parking fields that serve the businesses can be minimized to reflect the anticipated 
non-competing peak times of the various businesses housed over the life of the project.  The 
shallow north/south dimension has only six stalls in a row with planters at each end.  This brings in 
more greenery and shading, while helping to define safe drive aisles. 

• The project was designed to encourage human interaction and sense of place, as well as create 
safe, attractive and convenient environments.  The proposed development links the residential 
and commercial areas with a strong pedestrian pathway linking two large plazas.  This pathway 
encourages interaction and the plazas create a sense of place.   

   
Thanks, 
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 Kurt Stonex,  PE, PLS 
Principal 
Olson Engineering, Inc. 
222 E. Evergreen Blvd. 
Vancouver, WA  98660 
360-695-1385 WA 
503-289-9936 OR 
360-695-8117 FAX 
kurt@olsonengr.com 
www.olsonengr.com 
  

 
 
 
 
 
Public comment 
 
 
From: Dale BRandenburg [mailto:dhbrandenburg@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:19 PM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Subject: 5th Plain Creek Station - Tax Lot 159108000 
 
Hello Bryan,  
My property joins the plan property in the northeast corner, with my address being 7309 NE 156 
Ave. 
 
In reference to the above Lot, can you provide me with some information or point me in the right 
direction? 
 

• Current and proposed zone changes on a plot map demonstrating locations of streets and 
type of structures. Hopefully this would show connection points with existing streets as 
well as new.  

• Does the plan show locations of the single family homes as well as multifamily homes? 
How many of each? Are the singe family home to be rental properties? 

• Are there any requirments of sound structures or fences for the perimeter properties, where 
the development is  adjacent existing homes? If not, how can this be addressed as a 
requirement to reduce the increased noise associated with multi family homes? 

• Also, I would like to know if there are any plans or notes associated with tree removal? We 
have a large fir tree that startles the property line and need some clarification based on 
surveys of where liability ownership lies or if there are plans to remove. 

 
Thank you 
Dale Brandenburg 
 

mailto:kurt@olsonengr.com
http://www.olsonengr.com/
mailto:dhbrandenburg@comcast.net
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EVERGREEN SCHOOL DISTRICT COMMENT LETTER 
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From: Raelynn Good [mailto:Raelynn.Good@evergreenps.org]  
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 11:05 AM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Cc: Susan Steinbrenner; John C Steach; Mike Merlino 
Subject: RE: Proposed new rezone in the Evergreen SD 
 
Hi Bryan, 
Attached is the updated letter with the correct school attendance areas.   
 
As far as the enrollment issues raised by the applicant, the biggest factor that will impact 
enrollment moving forward is the changing mix of single and multi-family development in some 
school attendance areas.  While multi-family development is expected to remain at about 26-28% 
of the total housing district wide, the proportion of multi-family could increase substantially in 
some school areas, including Pioneer, Frontier, and Union.  We recently updated our enrollment 
projections and considered 2 different scenarios – a baseline projection (a more conservative 
approach using historic data and the Clark county Vacant Buildable Lands model)  and an 
alternative projection (representing more rapid population growth than represented by the Clark 
County GIS based formulation).  In either scenario, Pioneer is likely to realize the most significant 
enrollment gain with up to 85 students in the baseline, and 260 students in the alternative 
scenario.  Frontier is expected to increase by 40-60 students in the baseline scenario and up to 165 
in the alternative scenario.  Union is expected to decline in either scenario.   
 
That said, the district will be building a new elementary school at NE 39th St/NE 162nd Ave which 
will relieve pressure from Pioneer.  Frontier still has some capacity, albeit in portables, and Union 
should not be a problem.  I hope this helps with your decision, please let me know if you have any 
questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Susan Steinbrenner 
Director of Facilities 
Evergreen Public Schools 
13501 NE 28th Street/PO Box 8910 
Vancouver WA, 98668-8910 
 
(360) 604-4077 
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EXHIBIT 6 – ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED   
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Scott Mayfield [mailto:mayfieldclan@comcast.net]  
Sent: Saturday, March 17, 2018 10:31 PM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Subject: 15306 NE Fourth Plain plan. 
 
Mr. Snodgrass, 
 
I am a resident in the neighborhood just north of the above mentioned property. I was unable to attend 
the meeting on the 13th and therefore didn’t get to see the plan laid out for it. 
 
I do have some input and concerns that maybe the meeting addressed. First, as you might guess, with the 
change in zoning to include multi-family housing, I am concerned about having apartments in my back 
yard. I have grown up around and have had a lot of experiences where property value are impacted and 
crime/vandalism increase. I do not want that in my neighborhood and I don’t want my property value to 
go down.  
 
Another concern is the street next to my house. As it stands we are tucked away in the neighborhood. If 
the street were connected to the one next to Goldie’s that is a direct path and adds potential for an 
extreme increase in traffic both from construction and other vehicles once finished. Again, another thing 
in the con column.  
 
If there is a web site I can go to see the entire plan, please let me know. I have been unable to find 
anything thus far.  
 
 
 
Scott Mayfield  
15509 NE 74th st. 
 



 

 
 
 
 
DATE:  March 22, 2018 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner, Community and Economic Development 

Department 
 
RE: April 16, 2018  work session review of proposed updates to VMC 20.895 

standards for limits on the number of domestic animals allowed on residential 
properties 

 
CC:  Eric Holmes, City Manager 

 
 
Background 
 
This memorandum summarizes the status of the proposed domestic animal code changes to be 
discussed at the April 16 City Council worksession.  A Council public hearing is scheduled for May 
21, following first reading on May 7.  
 
Vancouver code under VMC 20.895 currently limits the number of dogs to three, and prohibits 
rooster outright. Other portions of City municipal code contain various animal control performance 
standards. VMC 8.24 primarily addresses pet licensing, spaying, leashing, kennels, and related 
provisions. Also included are rabies and other provisions unique to dogs. For all animals, offensive 
odors, frequent or repetitive noises disturbing the peace of neighbors, or destruction of neighboring 
property or livestock is prohibited. City nuisance codes under VMC 8.20 prohibit any activity that 
offends senses, decency, or disturbs comfort and safety or others. The City contracts with the Clark 
County Animal Control Department to administer these standards. 
 
The current proposal was initiated in November 2016 with a Council request to establish baseline 
limits for the maximum number of cats, hens or rabbits allowed on residential properties. Through 
Council and Planning Commission work sessions in January 2017 and a Planning Commission public 
hearing in March, baseline limits of five mature cats, hens and rabbits were developed, with 
additional hens or rabbits allowed on large lots.  These standards were initially identified by City 
staff in consultation with County Animal Control staff, and based primarily on similar standards in 
most comparable cities. At public hearing on April 17 and July 10, 2017, the Council expressed 
support for the baseline standards but directed staff to explore options for additional flexibility 
through some form of home permitting. This direction followed testimony from three local citizens 
requesting the ability to maintain their practices of keeping hens and fostering disabled dogs on 
their properties. 
 

Memorandum 

http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/vmc/titles_chapters/8.24.pdf
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/vmc/titles_chapters/8.20.pdf
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Following further consultation with Animal Control staff and notice to impacted parties of record, 
staff developed a proposed Home Additional Domestic Animal Permit option. This is proposed to 
be codified in VMC 20.895, along with baseline limits developed and reviewed in 2017.  
 
Staff contact in advance of the worksession is Bryan Snodgrass 
(bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us, 360-487-7946. City planning, legal, code compliance staff 
will be at the April16 worksession, along with County Animal Control staff.  
 
 
Proposal 
 
Proposed code language is listed in full in Exhibit 1 herein, and would establish the following: 
 

• Limits of five mature cats, rabbits and hens per residence, to go along with the existing 
standard of three mature dogs. Maturity for these purposes is defined as six months for 
dogs and cats, three months for hens and hens and rabbits. 

• One additional hen or rabbit allowed for each 1000 square feet of lot size in excess of 
10,000 square feet. 

• A combined limit of 10 dogs, cats, hens, and rabbits per residence. 
• Allowance for up to two additional dogs, cats, or hens by obtaining a Home Additional 

Domestic Animals Permit, subject to a $100 application and $100 annual inspection fee. 
Permit approval criteria are that there be no significant detrimental impacts to surrounding 
residents or properties in terms of odor, noise, safety, or other factors; humane and sanitary 
keeping of the animals, and compliance other City codes. Additional dogs under this permit 
are allowed only as part of fostering operations, as demonstrated by written authorization 
from a 501c3 animal care organization. 

• Recognition of pre-existing, legal non-conforming uses based on photographs, veterinary or 
sale records, permits, or other evidence, to be determined as with other non-conformities on 
a case-by-case basis. 
 

Planning Commission review 
 
Following a worksession February 13, 2018 and a public hearing on March 13, the Planning 
Commission voted unanimously to recommend the proposed standards. Commission discussion was 
brief and focused on fees and administration and enforcement practices. Minutes are included in 
Exhibit 2 herein. The Staff Report to the Commission is Exhibit 3. No live public testimony was 
provided at the hearing. Two recent written comments received in advance of the Planning 
Commission hearing and one after the Planning Commission hearing are included in Exhibit 4 herein, 
along with a summary of 2017 input received.  
 
Exhibits:  
 

1. Proposed changes to VMC 20.895 
2. March 13, 2018 Planning Commission minutes 
3. Staff Report for Planning Commission  
4. Public Comments Received 
5. Comparable City Provisions 

 

mailto:bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us
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EXHIBIT 1 – PROPOSED VMC 20.895 CODE CHANGES IN FULL 
 
Section 20.895.050 Domestic Animals and Livestock.  
A. Defined. Domestic animals and livestock as defined per 20.150.040 are allowed for hobby 
and personal use purposes within all zoning districts subject to the standards in Subsections B – F 
below, in addition to any applicable requirements of VMC Section 8.20 (Nuisances) and 8.24 
(Animals).  
B. General Requirements.  
1. Domestic Animals. The keeping of domestic animals shall comply with all requirements of this 
section and all requirements of VMC 8.20 and 8.24, as noted above.  
2. Large Livestock. The keeping of livestock that will weigh more than 500 pounds at maturity 
requires a minimum lot size of one acre for the first animal. For each additional animal, an 
additional contiguous 10,000 square feet must be available. The minimum one acre lot may 
include a normally permitted residence, provided that at least ½ acre is still available for 
livestock use.  
3. Small Livestock. The keeping of livestock that will weigh 100-500 pounds at maturity will 
require a minimum lot size of ½ acre for the first animal. For each additional such animal, an 
additional contiguous 5,000 square feet must be available. The minimum half acre lot may 
include a normally permitted residence, provided that at least ¼ acre is available for livestock 
use.  
4. Miniature Livestock. Miniature livestock, such as certain breeds of mini-goats and mini-horses, 
that will weigh under 100 pounds at maturity are considered domestic animals. The combined 
total of all miniature animals and dogs on a single premises shall not be more than three, unless 
the lot size requirements for small livestock specified above are met.  
5.Poultry and Rabbits. The keeping of chickens, ducks, geese, domesticated hare or rabbit, and 
similar animals is permitted with no required minimum lot size. No turkeys, peacocks, or roosters 
are permitted.  
6. Livestock facilities. Barns, sheds, and shelters used to house livestock shall be located in the 
rear yard and meet the same side and rear yard setbacks as the primary residence. Doorways 
and other openings shall be oriented away from neighboring properties. Livestock shall be 
confined or tethered in such a manner that intrusion on to neighboring property or damage to 
neighboring landscaping and fences is avoided. Such facilities shall be included in lot coverage 
percentage calculations.  
C. Exceptions to Swine Prohibition. Notwithstanding the above prohibition of swine, the keeping 
of that type of swine commonly referred to as Miniature Vietnamese, Chinese or Oriental pot-
bellied pig (sus scrofa vittatus) is allowed, subject to the following conditions:  
1. The maximum height of the swine may be no more than eighteen 18” at the shoulder and 
weight shall be no more than 95 pounds;  
2. The swine must have been spayed or neutered prior to entry into the City;  
3. Registration, vaccination and other requirements as set forth in Section 8.24.022 VMC must 
be met; and  
4. No more than two such pigs shall be kept at any one address for any period in excess of 
three calendar days.  
D. Lot size exceptions. The minimum lot size does not apply to miniature livestock, as addressed 
above in VMC 20.895.050.B.4 or Miniature Vietnamese, Chinese or Oriental pot-bellied pig 
(sus scrofa vittatus), as defined above in VMC 20.895.050C.  
E. Off-site impacts. The keeping of domestic animals or livestock shall comply with all of the 
applicable requirements of Chapter 20.935 VMC, Off-Site Impacts.  
F. Other Requirements 
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1. The raising and keeping of animals is also subject to VMC Section 8.20 (Nuisances) and 8.24 
(Animals). 
2. The raising and keeping of domestic animals for commercial purposes is prohibited. 
Commercial purposes does not include incidental sale of livestock off-spring, milk, or eggs 
subject to Washington State health and agricultural regulations. 
 
3  Maximum number of domestic animals for non-commercial purposes. The keeping of domestic 
animals on individual residential properties shall be limited to the following, unless as part of a 
kennel, veterinary clinic, animal hospital, or dog day care as defined in this chapter: 
a. No more than three dogs, not including those less than six months old; 
b. No more than five cats, not including those less than six months old.  
c.  No more than five hens, not including those less than three months old. 
d. No more than five rabbits, not including those less than three months old 
e. On larger properties, one additional hen or rabbit is permitted for each additional 1000 
square feet of overall lot size in excess of 10,000 square feet 
f. In addition, no combination of limits found in 3a-3e shall exceed 10 combined animals per 
residential property. 
 
3. 4. The keeping of four or more dogs, which are 6 5 months old or older constitutes a Kennel 
and must meet requirements of 20.895.020. Excludes veterinary clinics, animal hospitals and 
dog day care. 
 
5.Home Additional Domestic Animal Permit. Up to two additional mature dogs, cats or hens 
beyond maximums otherwise established in this Chapter may be allowed on properties which 
have obtained a Home Additional Domestic Animal Permit (HADAP) subject to the following: 
a. HADAP applicants shall submit a completed application form and one- time application fee 
of $100. 
b. Permits will be issued at the discretion of City of Vancouver staff in consultation with Clark 
County Animal Control department, based on compliance with the following standards: 

i. Keeping of animals on the property, including those allowed under baseline maximums, 
does not create significant detrimental impacts to surrounding residents or properties in 
terms of odor, noise, safety, or other factors 

ii. Keeping of animals on the property including those allowed under baseline maximums, is 
conducted in a humane, sanitary and safe manner. 

iii. Applicant properties are in compliance with all other applicable Vancouver Municipal 
Code requirements. 

iv. HADAP permits for additional dogs beyond baseline allowances shall be for fostering 
purposes only, as demonstrated by written authorization from a 501c3 animal care 
organization 

c. HADAP permit holders shall be subject to an annual inspection to confirm continued 
compliance with code standards, and subject to an annual inspection fee of $100. 
  
6.  Pre-existing situations. Residences with previously established keeping of dogs, cats, hens or 
rabbits may be considered non-conforming pursuant to VMC 20.930.  Such residence shall 
demonstrate through photographic evidence, veterinary or sale records, permits, or other 
evidence to the reasonable satisfaction of the Planning Official that keeping of animals in 
excess of limits of this chapter was established prior to January 1, 2018, or prior to annexation 
to the City of Vancouver, and has been maintained since that time. 
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EXHIBIT 2- MARCH 13, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
 
Present:  Erik Paulsen, Marjorie Ledell, John Lee, Steve Schulte, Jack Harroun, Audrey Mattoon 
and Jim Atkins.  
 
Bryan Snodgrass presented before the Planning Commission Board the proposed amendment to be 
made to the Domestic Animal Limits and Home Permit Options. Snodgrass highlighted that there 
can be a distinction made in single and multi-family housing in terms of compliance with the 
domestic animal limits and home permit options, but the concern is that it could lead to people 
focusing more on the number of animals and less so in the actual impacts from  the animals. 
Moreover, there is also the case where single story duplexes have a good amount of outdoor area, 
and therefore the single/multifamily distinction didn’t seem as clean to implement as a policy. For 
these practical concerns, Bryan Snodgrass would not recommend changing the policy to include 
these specific distinctions.  
 
Commissioner Mattoon expressed her concern on the potential impact of the size of the fees to 
lower income families, especially considering that hens unlike cats may be capped to supplement 
domestic food production for those kinds of households. She expressed interest in the idea of a fee 
waiver for people who can demonstrate financial hardship. Snodgrass responded that the 100 
dollar fee represents one of the lowest fees that the city has for anything, but that this can be a 
consideration that the Commissioner can  recommend be brought forward to Council. One of the 
concerns when it comes to the pricing of a the permit is the need to be able to inspect annually for 
the animals’, neighbors’ and  public health considerations that there needs to be revenue to support 
that. Paul Scarpelli, from Animal Control added that the $100 fee is consistent with other fees that 
the City charges for other animals, even though this covers more than just a fee but the time is used 
from staff to go out, do the inspection, come back, and file the paperwork, among other things. It is 
far more time consumptive than just issuing a license. 
 
Chair Paulsen, commented that at the last workshop, there was some discussion about the fee 
philosophy when it came to this permit. He elaborated that there is a need to recoup the cost of an 
inspection, but that they understand that at or above a certain level of fee you see more fee 
avoidance and that could potentially raise the level of nuisance inspections which we can’t recoup 
the cost of. Chair Paulsen added that it was important to take into account the fee level and the 
likelihood that people will just not pay it because it’s cost prohibitive. Trisha Kraff from the Clark 
County animal protection and control explained that there are additional fines and penalties 
imposed upon non-compliance of the current facility license tittle and that this would apply 
similarly to the Domestic Animals and Home Permit. As for animal control code, there is a 100 
dollars fine for the first offense, 200 dollars for the second and 400 dollars for the third. Anything 
over and above that is referred for criminal prosecution. Originally the discussion was around 
domestic animals and allowing for additional animals in a rescue type facility that would be 
temporary locations not just acquire two additional animals so one could have them permanently. 
The additional animal permit was intended for fostering purposes.  
 
Commissioner Schulte expressed that his immediate reaction was that 100 dollars is too low of a 
fee, especially if the City is serious about really controlling these numbers and having to have 
inspectors out there on a routine basis. He asked if there was additional staff being considered to 
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monitor and inspect these facilities. Trisha Kraff responded that this is something that they will 
have to review as they find out the need or want for this type of permit. Paul Scarpelli added that 
Animal Control is short of 200 dollars per hour fully loaded costs by charging 100 dollars for these 
permits.  
 
Public Testimony 
Chair Erik Paulsen opened the floor for public testimony and, receiving no testimony, closed 
Public Testimony. 
A motion was made by Commissioner Ledell, seconded by Commissioner Mattoon and approved 
by a 6-0 vote to recommend City Council to approve the proposed amendment.  
Commissioner Ledell added that the recommendation is consistent with the comprehensive plan, 
has clear standards and some flexibility on it. She is not fond of the idea that the City will be losing 
money by charging the 100 dollars but in light of people avoiding the inspection fee, she supports 
the amount. Commission Mattoon also elaborated on her vote. Mattoon believes that this 
amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan around minimizing adverse impacts of 
development especially concerning the developing urban character of Vancouver moving forward. 
Chair Paulsen expressed his gratitude to the time, effort, and energy that staff has invested in this 
and very much appreciated the changes that have been made since the workshop.  
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EXHIBIT 3 – MARCH 13, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF 
REPORT 

 
 

March 13, 2018 Planning Commission Public Hearing Staff Report  
Domestic Animals Limits for Residential Properties 

 
Report Date:    February 22, 2018 
Proposal: Change VMC 20.895 to establish limits for the number of dogs, cats, hens and 

rabbits allowed on residential properties 
Location: Applies to residential properties citywide  
Proponent: Vancouver Community and Economic Development Department  
City Staff: Bryan Snodgrass, Community and Economic Development Principal Planner, 

360 487-7946, bryan.snodgrass@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
Recommendation: Forward to City Council recommendation to approve the proposed 

amendment 
 
I. BACKGROUND AND REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Vancouver Municipal code currently limits the number of dogs allowed on residences to three, 
and prohibits roosters and peacocks, but otherwise contains no numerical limits on the number 
of cats, hens, or rabbits allowed on private residential properties. City code does include various 
animal control performance standards. VMC 8.24 primarily addresses pet licensing, spaying, 
leashing, kennels, and related provisions. Also included are rabies and other provisions unique to 
dogs. For all animals, offensive odors, frequent or repetitive noises disturbing the peace of 
neighbors, or destruction of neighboring property or livestock is prohibited. City nuisance codes 
under VMC 8.20 prohibit any activity that offends senses, decency, or disturbs comfort and safety 
or others. The City contracts with the Clark County Animal Control Department to administer 
these standards. 
 
In March 2017, as tasked by the City Council, the Planning Commission developed new 
recommendations for numerical limits for domestic animals. These were based on staff research 
of other jurisdictions, and consultation with the Clark County Animal Control staff. With limited 
changes, the City Council in spring 2017 indicated support for the following standards for private 
residences: 
 

• Not more than three dogs, not including those less than six months old. 
• Not more than five cats, not including those less than six months old.  

mailto:bryan.snodgrass@ci.vancouver.wa.us
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/vmc/titles_chapters/8.24.pdf
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/vmc/titles_chapters/8.20.pdf
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• Not more than five rabbits, not including those less than three months old. 
• Not more than five hens, not including those less than three months old. 
• On larger properties an additional mature hen or rabbit is allowed for each additional 

1,000 square feet of land in overall lot area beyond 10,000 square feet 
• Additional animals beyond this would be prohibited unless part of a commercial kennel, 

veterinary clinic, animal hospital, which are not allowed in residential zones.  
 

In reviewing these baseline limits in spring and summer 2017, the City Council received testimony 
requesting options for greater flexibility in some cases. Two individuals representing a home 
bulldog rescue operation requested additional flexibility to allow for fostering of medically 
impaired dogs. Two individuals testified in support of more flexibility for hens. Two persons also 
testified with concerns about impacts from hens. Through conversations with staff, 
representatives of the SW Washington Humane Society and Second Chance Companions 
indicated their network of private residential fosters would be impacted by limits on kittens. The 
Council directed staff and the Planning Commission to explore a home permit allowing for 
additional animals beyond baseline limits, and to address the issue of potential non-conforming 
situations.  
 
Standards proposed in this report were developed by City planning, code compliance and legal 
staff, in consultation with County Animal Control staff. At the February 13, 2018 worksession the 
Planning Commission reviewed a proposal from City and Animal Control staff establishing a home 
permit option, and further requested staff to explore limits on the number of combined animals 
per residence, different baseline standards for single and multi-family residences, and a sunset 
provision for non-conforming residences containing more animals than otherwise allowed. The 
March 13 hearing has been advertised in the Columbian, and notice was sent to parties 
previously testifying on this issue.  
 
 
II. PROPOSAL SUMMARY 
 
Proposed new VMC 20.895 code language is listed in full in Attachment A of this report. Key 
features are: 

• Proposed 2017 baseline limits developed by the Planning Commission and City Council – 
No more than three mature dogs, and five mature cats, hens and rabbits per residence, 
with additional hens and rabbits allowed on properties larger than 10,000 s.f. 

• A new combined limit of 10 total animals per residence, in addition to the individual dog, 
cat, hen and rabbit limits. 

• Additional code language providing guidance on how non-conformities will be considered, 
recognizing that individual cases will differ. 

• A new Home Additional Domestic Animal Permit (HADAP) allowing for up to two 
additional dogs cats, or hens beyond the baseline limits, subject to $100 application and 
annual inspection fees. 
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After further internal consideration of the issues raised at the February 13 worksession regarding 
potential sunset provisions for existing non-conformities and differing limits for single and multi-
family residences, these items have not been included in the final staff recommendation, 
although the Planning Commission can do so in its recommendations to the City Council.  
 
Regarding potential sunset provisions for non-conforming residences, staff reviewed the number 
of past complaints related to non-conforming animals and determined that this has been limited. 
In addition, City communications with residents in the 2017 Van Mall North annexation area 
acknowledged that existing animal situations would be respected. Although non-conformities can 
be legally amortized, the only known example in City code are allowances for gravel parking in 
the downtown area, where the sunset timeline has had to be extended multiple times.   
 
In the case of differing limits for differing housing types, a lower numerical standard in multi-
family dwellings may invite complaints from other residents within the structure based on 
perceived numbers rather than impacts. Both the sunset and differentiated housing type 
provisions are logical, but in the view of Code Compliance staff may introduce additional practical 
concerns that outweigh benefits, given that performance standards exist to address the issues for 
the limited number of likely non-conforming situations that pose a problem.  
 
 

 
III. REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS 

 
Process and criteria for zoning text changes are specified in in VMC 20.285 as follows: 
 
Section 20.285.090 Zoning Code Text Amendments 

A. Approval process for Zoning Code text amendments 
1. Initiation. All proposed text amendments to the development or zoning regulations shall be 
developed, submitted and presented by the City staff, based on direction from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, or the City Manager or designee. 
2. Private party requests. City staff shall submit proposals from private individuals or groups as 
follows: 

a. Private parties shall submit a written summary of the amendment proposed to City staff, an 
indication of why it is needed, and the potential land use impacts if approved. No fees shall be 
assessed. 
b. Staff shall maintain a docket listing of private party requests, and shall provide the listing not 
less than once per year to the Planning Commission, which shall determine which items shall be 
further reviewed by staff and submitted as a formal proposal, which shall be deferred to future 
work programs, and which shall not be considered. Decisions to defer or not consider private 
requests shall be considered final unless appealed as provided herein. 

3. Process. Text amendments submitted by City staff, including those originated from outside party 
requests if applicable, shall be scheduled for Planning Commission and City Council, subject to 
procedural criteria of subsections of this chapter, except that staff initiated actions shall not be 
considered final without council consent. Hearing scheduling shall be determined by City staff based 
on work program constraints or direction from the City Manager, Planning Commission and/or 
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council. Proposed text amendments to zoning or development regulation amendments which do not 
include corresponding comprehensive plan changes may be reviewed separately from one another, 
at any time. 

B. Approval criteria for Zoning Code text amendments 
Proposed zoning or development regulation text changes shall be considered based on the following: 
1. The proposed change is consistent with the comprehensive plan; and 
2. The proposed change is necessary to further the public interest based on present needs and 
conditions. 
 
 

Staff Findings: Proposed zoning text changes were developed by City staff following initial 
direction from the City Council. The proposed changes are consistent with the Vancouver 
Comprehensive Plan and other applicable laws, specifically Comprehensive Plan policies CD-9, 
Compatible Uses, and IM-4 Internal Policy Consistency. The proposed changes are consistent 
with the public interest in establishing clear standards for the maximum number of domestic 
animals that may be kept on residential properties, with flexibility provided for juvenile 
animals, for larger residential properties, and through the additional home permit option. 
 
 
 

IV. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on analysis and findings in this report, staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
forward a recommendation to the Vancouver City Council to approve proposed change to VMC 
20.895.050 described herein. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments 
 

A. Proposed Code Amendment 
B. Testimony Received to date 
C. Related Standards from Comparable Jurisdictions 
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 EXHIBIT 4 – PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DATE 
 
 

From: Lavetta Gustafson [mailto:lavettagus@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 7:56 PM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Cc: arielyoungrn@gmail.com; sdmowatt@hotmail.com; Lilyspadrescue@gmail.com; 
maryaelkin@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Updated city standards for number of domestic animals allowed in homes 
 
Brian and all, 
Unfortunately, I am unable to attend the Planning Commission as planned. I have reviewed the 
Draft of 2018 Proposed Updates to Domestic Animals Standards in Residential Areas. Brian, Thank 
you for sending. In my absence, I hope you will allow this email and additional photos as my 
testimony regarding the proposed updates.  
 
The question I have to ask is why are "updates and/or changes" with further allowances being 
suggested/proposed. Until the City can enforce the current codes, I fear that any allowances will 
result in more violations with more City residences being negatively impacted. The permit process 
and fee is a start but what about those residences already with animals? Why isn't the fee higher? 
I believe the city of Sherwood, Oregon has a $1,500 fee with a permit and an initial inspection 
before animals are brought to the home and then afterwards. What about an annual fee such as 
that used to monitor dog and cats.  The higher fee will help to offset the labor involved in City 
employees conducting inspections. 
 
I have neighbors and friends who live in the City of Vancouver who have negative experiences 
with regard to chickens to report but due to the short notice are unable to attend your meeting. 
Some of them have shared the issue with rats..large rats..and more racoons. A health issue that was 
reported in the Columbian newspaper this week addressed the problem with salmonella connected 
with live chickens. This health issue goes beyond the bad smell. What and how is the City going to 
address this health hazard? Or is the City going to address it?  
 
Codes are not nor have they ever been properly enforced, as they should be, in the City of 
Vancouver for many years. I live next door to a woman who is in violation of the Domestic Animal 
Code with regard to chickens since she got them in 2013. First, The "chicken house structure" is 
attached to the East side of her home facing my home not in the middle of the backyard with the 
door facing the owner domain per code; Second, the chicken house is not properly cleaned so the 
smell is horrible..to the point we cannot use/enjoy our yard, our deck and the windows and doors 
must be closed and we still have the odor seeping into our home; third, when the owner "moved" 
the manure several years ago it was spread on the ground near my fence and arborvitae hedge 
which has contributed (if not caused) the dying of my hedge. For those who are not familiar with 
chicken manure (both my husband and I were raised in rural environments and raised chickens and 
other livestock), the manure is very high in nitrogen and if not properly composted it is dangerous 
to plants. It can burn and kill plants.  
 
ALL of these items are direct code violations.. .the chicken "house/barn" structure is not properly 
located in the rear yard...the lack of proper care is animal abuse with the manure inside the 
chicken house about 10 inches or more high and with the door not able to close properly with 
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chickens often escaping from their building..and the manure causes a horrible smell. (By the way, 
my hedge was planted several years before the chickens "arrived".) All of these violations have 
been reported to City of Vancouver Code officers/personnel. Since 2014, there have been few 
responses and those that we have received in the past 2+ years have been to refer us to Clark 
County Animal Control, who then refer us back to the City Code department since we live in the 
city limits. Most recently I talked and emailed with Paul Scarpelli, supervisor for Clark County 
Animal Control and, after confirming our home is inside the Vancouver city limits, he told me this is 
a City issue. He then emailed the Vancouver Code department urging attention and the result has 
been no help.  
 
In 2013, a Code department officer did drive by the home next door after a report was made 
but wrote her up for plants that were "creeping" out of her yard. He admitted that he never left 
his vehicle even though he had permission to come into my yard so he could see the chicken 
structure and the baby ducks next door. (The neighbor put up a wood fence which obstructs the 
view from the street and both my home and hers is on situated on a hill so it is not possible to see 
the backyards from the curb.) After much instance, the Code officer did eventually come to my 
house where from my deck he could see the location of the chicken structure and the baby ducks 
that she had at that time. The officer did instruct the neighbor to remove the young ducks due to 
the smell and the lack of adequate water for the ducks to properly clean their bills/noses but to 
my knowledge he did not advise the neighbor to relocate the chicken structure per code. 
 
I and my family have lived and enjoyed our home for 39 years and have worked to become more 
environmentally and energy efficient (i.e., using an outdoor cloths line for the drying of our laundry 
when the weather has permitted and having a bee/butterfly friendly yard). That is no longer 
possible due to the smell so laundry must be hung inside our home and/or dried in an electric 
dryer and it is challenging to keep plants alive, as well as enjoy the beauty of our yard. 
 
I apologize for the length of the message and ask forgiveness for my rant. I welcome any response 
and/or feedback to this message and the photo of the situation next door and the proximity to my 
home.  
 
Brian, Photos are being sent separately. I would also like more information as to when the City 
Council will meet regarding the Commission's proposal. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity, 
Lavetta Gustafson 
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From: Ariel Young [mailto:arielyoungrn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 12:37 PM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Subject: Re: Updated city standards for number of domestic animals allowed in homes 
 
Bryan, 
 
I appreciate your work on this but I still feel that this effort is misplaced and the ordinance very 
poorly written.  My specific issues are as follows: 
 
1.  Not relevant. The failure, once again, is in thinking that a nuisance is proportionate to the 
number of animals.  The goal is to curb nuisance situations that would cause offensive odors, noise 
disturbances, destruction of neighboring property and disturbance to the comfort and safety of 
others.  These are training, care and upkeep issues not a number of animals issue.  One outdoor 
male cat is far more of a nuisance than six well-kept indoor only cats.  Two outdoor only poorly-
kept, though not neglected, German Shepherds are far more of a nuisance than four well-trained, 
well-kept mostly indoor terriers.  My six well-kept chickens last year were not a nuisance nor are 
the four chickens I have today.  A nuisance is NOT directly proportional to the number of 
animals.  The ordinance is attempting to use objective numbers to solve a subjective, complex 
situation.   
 
2.  Unreasonable Government searches.  The City isn’t going to start randomly counting the number 
of cats under HADP holding citizens’ beds, unless there is a cause for concern.  This reveals what 
this ordinance’s true purpose really is: a work around to getting a warrant.  Law abiding citizens 
who get a permit would forever be giving up their rights (as it is currently written) to require a 
warrant before government searches of their property occur.  While I’m sure both Clark County 
Animal Control and the City of Vancouver will promise to never misuse their annual inspections and 
right to charge inspection fees, I think there is generally a lack of trust on voluntary compliance 
issues like this (DACA immediately comes to my mind).   Warrants for hoarding cases are 
challenging to obtain but they absolutely exist for a reason- citizen protection.  This rewrite will 
not curb hoarding it's just taking away rights from HADP holding citizens.   
 
3.  Grandfather Clause.  Properties that exceed limits now can continue to exceed limits later, 
assuming they aren’t causing a nuisance as they will be grandfathered in, like the previous 
rewrite.  There remains no way to keep track of whether a property is grandfathered in or not. 
 
4.  No repercussions.  What is to prevent citizens from NOT getting a permit?  They retain more of 
their rights and I see no current repercussions.   
 
5.  Proper Procedure.  In my capacity as a Clark County Animal Control Advisory Board member 
for the last year, I also have some concerns about whether this particular rewrite was ever 
properly brought back to the Animal Control Advisory Board for discussion and review.  I’ve 
addressed this specifically with Paul Scarpelli and the board.     
 
I do appreciate your reaching out to me.  For better or worse (and maybe to some people’s 
dismay), when I feel strongly about something I speak up.  I feel that the City of Vancouver can 
and should be a light to the other cities in the nation.  Urban micro-farming is a growing movement, 
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specifically in the PNW, and I genuinely want to the see us get it right because I believe we 
can.  What I don’t want to see is for the City to get it wrong and regret it, I definitely do not want 
to set that example. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ariel Young 
 
 
From: Mary Elkin [mailto:maryaelkin@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 8:51 AM 
To: Snodgrass, Bryan 
Subject: Re: Updated city standards for number of domestic animals allowed in homes 
 
Hi Bryan, 
 
Thank you for sending this update!  
 
I think this is a great set of standards for domestic animals allowed on residential properties. The 
inclusion of allowing more hens based upon the size of the lot is exactly what is needed in my 
opinion. Not every property in Vancouver looks the same. This will keep residents with neighbors 
very close to each other happy and residents on larger parcels happy. 
 
Thanks again for the hard work and keeping me updated. 
 
Mary Elkin 
 
 
2017 Testimony Recap 
 
• No testimony was submitted at or before the 3/14/17 Planning Commission hearing 
• Seven individuals testified at the 4/24/17 City Council hearing. One raised concerns that about 

implications of annexation. Two accepted proposed new maximums but raised concerns about 
impacts from nearby chicken hording case. One testified with concerns that new City standards 
would override subdivision CC&Rs prohibiting chickens. One testified with concerns about limiting 
chickens by number rather than performance. One testified with concerns that maximums would 
prevent some legitimate animal fostering of various types. One testified with concerns that his 
disabled dog fostering activity would be prevented. 
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p
=4   

• Two individuals testified at the 6/26/17 City Council Citizen Communication. One requested 
options for allowing up to 12 hens. Another testified with concerns about odor from a neighbor’s 
chickens 
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p
=3   

• Three individuals testified at the 7/10/19 City Council public hearing, requesting options for 
more chickens and dogs. Two had previously testified on 4/24/17. 
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p
=3 (beginning at 29:30) 

https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p=4
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p=4
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p=3
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p=3
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p=3
https://www.cvtv.org/search?q=%2522Vancouver+City+Council%2522&c=videos&sort=new&p=3
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EXHIBIT 5: COMPARABLE JURISDICTION PROVISIONS 
 

 
 
 

Cats/Dogs Rabbits Hens Residential Permitting Options

City of Bellevue 3 3 6

Private animal permit - no 
charge; allows possession of five 
foster animals above the limit 
that would normally apply to 
their property under the Land 
Use Code; homes must be found 
for the animals within 6 months

City of Everett 2 dogs, 2 cats NA 5 without permit not found

City of Olympia
3 dogs and cats 
combined

5 on lots less than 1/4 
acre; 1 more per each 
additional 1000 s.f. of 
lot area up to 10

5 on lots less than 1 acre; 
1 more per each 
additional 1000 s.f. of lot 
area up to 10

There is a permit for 501(c)(3) 
organizations, catteries, and 
hobby kennels, but it doesn't 
mention fostering at a private 
residence

City of Spokane
4 dogs and cats 
combined

1 per 1000 s.f. of lot 
area

1 per 1000 s.f. of lot area not found in code

City of Tacoma
6 dogs and cats 
combined

NA 5 not found in code

City of Yakima 6 4 4 not found in code

City of Renton

3 household pets; 
includes dogs, cats, 
rabbits, caged indoor 
birds, small rodents, 
non-venomous reptiles 
and amphibians 
weighing less than 10 
lbs.

See Cats

3 on lots that are at least 
6,000 gross sq ft in size. 
On lots that are larger 
than 6,000 gross sq ft, 1 
additional small lot 
domestic animal may be 
kept per additional 2,000 
gross sq ft.

number of cats includes foster 
animals; There is an Additional 
Animals Permit that can be 
obtained to have more than what 
is permitted outright and this 
application fee is $50; if 
approved, permit may be 
renewed annually for $50; 
minimum lot size applies for 
permit and is found below under 
the Renton header.

City of Portland
Regulation restricting 
number of dogs or cats 
not found

3 small animals 
permitted; includes 
ducks, chickens, 
rabbits, doves, pigeons, 
or pygmy goats

See rabbits
Permitting process outlined 
below for keeping more than 3 
small animals on property

City of Seattle

Up to 3 small animals 
allowed, such as dogs 
and cats combined; if 
property over 20,000 sq. 
ft., up to 4 small 
animals allowed with 
one additional animal 
permitted for each 
5,000 sq. ft.

Considered small 
animal; see cats/dogs

Up to 8 domestic fowl 
allowed, with more 
permitted on properties 
over 10,000 sq. ft.

no additional permitting options 
found in code beyond allowances 
for extra animals per square 
footage



5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map Designations 

April 16, 2018 
Vancouver City Council Work Session 

Bryan Monroe, Associate Planner, Community 
and Economic Development Department 

Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner, Community 
and Economic Development Department 

 



• Staff review and Council discussion of requested annexation, and 

Planning Commission recommendation of proposed 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning map designation assignment 

and associated Development Agreement. 

• Opportunity for any additional direction prior to May 7 first reading 

and May 21 public hearings on the map designations and DA, 

and June 25 first reading and July 2 public hearing on 

annexation. 

 

 

 

Presentation Overview 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 2 



• November 9. 2017 – Annexation request submitted. 

• January 8, 2018 – City Council public meeting specifying 33.7 

acre annexation area, absence of property indebtedness, and 

acknowledging request for new City designation other direct 

conversion from County designation.  

• February 27, and March 13, 2018 - Planning Commission 

worksession and public hearing on map designations, and 

accompanying Development Agreement (DA). 

Annexation and Rezone Processes to date 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 3 



5th Plain Creek Station: MX to CG and R18 



4th Plain Blvd. 

1
6

4
th  A

ve. 

Regional Zoning 



Location within Vancouver Urban Growth Area 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 6 



Conceptual Site Plan: 361 Units/51,400 s.f. Commercial   

- 7 



• Finalize annexation of property initiated on January 8. 

• Establish Contingent City Comprehensive Plan and zone designations 

Urban High Density Residential/R-18 and Commercial/CG rather than 

Commercial/MX which is the equivalent of current County designation. 

• Adopt Development Agreement requiring substantial consistency with 

conceptual site plan unless otherwise required through future review, 

and to exclude storage, dog day care, or non-ancillary parking uses 

otherwise allowed in CG zone. Future site plan and subdivision review 

required to determine specific impacts and requirements. 

 

 

 

Proposal 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 8 



• Hearing noticed through newspaper publication, website posting, sign 

postings at the site, and hardcopy mail to owners and residents within 

500 feet. Chair or Heritage Neighborhood Association notified through 

email.  

• One comment letter received. Five persons testified at the March 13 

Planning Commission hearing, all with concerns about traffic and 

parking implications for the nearby residents.  

  Community Input 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 9 



• MX zone allows the residential portion of development to encompass 

anywhere from 20% to 80% of the site floor area. Minimum residential 

density of 12 units per acre and commercial Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.5 

required. Separate buildings must be physically and functionally 

integrated. No density maximum, effectively allowing up to 35 housing 

units per net acre. 

• Rezone proposes approximately 80% of site residential, 20% commercial. 

• Applicant traffic study projects 38% fewer daily vehicle trips under 

proposed R-18 and CG zoning than existing MX. 

 

 

 

 

Comparison of Proposed and Existing Designations 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 10 



• Planning Commission unanimously recommends establishment of 

proposed R-18 and CG zones and accompanying Comprehensive Plan 

map designations, and authorizing Development Agreement, as 

described in staff report. 

• The site has not developed under its current MX designation, and its 

location and surrounding uses suggest mixed use development may not 

occur in the near future. 

• The proposed conceptual site plan largely provides density, connectivity 

and open space features that would be provided under the MX zone. 

Recommendation: 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 11 



• The city MX zone, the equivalent of its current County designation, would 

allow for more intensive development potential than the proposed R-18 

and CG zones. 

 

Recommendation (cont.): 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 12 



 

• May 7 - City Council  first reading on contingent Comprehensive 

Plan and zoning map designations and Development Agreement. 

• May 21 - City Council  public hearing on map designations and 

Development Agreement. 

• June 25 - City Council first reading on annexation. 

• July 2 - City Council public hearing on annexation. 

Next Steps 

5th Plain Creek Station Annexation and Map Designations - 13 



Questions and Discussion 

Annexation Contact: Bryan Monroe 

(360) 487-7958,Bryan.Monroe@cityofvancouver.us 

Plan/Zone Map Designation Contact: Bryan Snodgrass 

(360) 487-7946, Bryan.Snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us 



Domestic Animals Limits  

April 16, 2018 
Vancouver City Council Work Session 

Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner, Community 
and Economic Development Department 



• Staff review and Council discussion of proposed standards 
establishing limits for the number of dogs, cats, hens and rabbits 
allowed on residential properties. 

• Opportunity for any additional direction prior to May 7 first reading 
and May 21 public hearing 

 
 

Presentation Overview 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 2 



 

Current Vancouver Domestic Animal Standards 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 3 

• VMC 20.895.050 allows up to three dogs on residences. 
• Animal standards under VMC 8.24 prohibit offensive odors or 

noises from animals disturbing the peace or property of 
neighbors. Provisions for dog licensing, spaying, leashing, 
kennels also included. Roosters prohibited.  

• Administered and enforced by Clark County Animal Control. 
• VMC 8.20 general nuisance codes prohibit any activity that 

offends senses, decency, or disturbs comfort and safety. 



• November 2016 City Council requested numerical limit for cats, 
hens, and rabbits. 

• January 2017 Council and Planning Commission worksessions. 
• At a March 14, 2017 public hearing, Planning Commission 

recommended  limits suggested by staff, similar to other 
jurisdictions: Three mature dogs; Five mature cats, rabbits and 
hens; One additional hen or rabbit for each 1000 square feet of 
lot size beyond 10,000 square feet. No public testimony offered. 

 

2017 Domestic Animal Standards considered  

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 4 



 
• At public hearings on April 17 and July 10, in response to public 

testimony, Council accepted Planning Commission baseline 
recommendations but remanded the issue and directed staff to 
develop home permit options for additional animals. 
 

 

2017 Standards considered  (cont.) 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 5 



• Recommendation developed by City and Animal Control staff 
presented to Planning Commission on February 13: 
 Permit for up to two additional dogs, cats, or hens. $100 

application fee, $100 annual inspection.  
No significant detrimental impacts to surrounding residents or 

properties in terms of odor, noise, safety, or other factors. 
 Animals kept in a humane, sanitary and safe manner. 
Compliance with all other City codes. 

 
 

 
 
 

2018 recommendations  

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 6 



 
• Additional staff recommendations following February 13 Planning 

Commission worksession discussion: 
No more than 10 combined dogs, cats, hens and rabbits per 

property. 
Previously established situations may continue as non-

conforming uses, in consideration of photographic evidence, 
veterinary or sale records, permits, or other evidence.  

 
 
 
 

2018 recommendations (cont.) 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 7 



 
• Recommended unanimously by Planning Commission at March  

13 public hearing. Two written comments submitted before and 
after the hearing, one against proposed standards, one generally 
in favor of domestic animal restriction. 

 
 
 
 

2018 recommendations (cont.) 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 8 



 
• City Council first reading May 7 
• City Council public hearing May 21 

 
 

 
 
 

Next Steps 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 9 



Questions and Discussion 

2018 Domestic Animal Limits - 10 

Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner 
Community and  Economic Development   
(360) 487-7946, bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us 
 
 



#1 

STAFF REPORT NO. 050-18 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council    DATE:   4/16/2018  
FROM: Eric Holmes, City Manager      
 
Subject: Vancouver Tennis Center Reroof Project – Contractor Award 
 
Key Points: 
· The City of Vancouver currently operates the Vancouver Tennis Center, which requires a 

roof repair. 
· Three contractor bids were received on Invitation to Bid #18-3. AMER-X Inc. Roofing has 

been determined to be the lowest responsive and responsible bidder. 
· Staff is recommending the award of the Schedule A & B. 
· It is anticipated that the Vancouver Tennis Center will be operational during construction 

with phased closures as needed to accommodate construction sequencing. 
· There is sufficient funding to award this project. 
· The project has an apprenticeship utilization goal of 3%, which is consistent with the City’s 

policy.  AMER-X Inc. Roofing is anticipating meeting and exceeding this goal.   
 
Objective:  Award a contract to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, AMER-X Inc. 
Roofing of Brush Prairie, Washington, for the Vancouver Tennis Center Reroof Project. This 
action supports implementation of Goal 1, Objective 1.2 of the City’s Strategic Plan: Ensure our 
infrastructure, including buildings and utilities, is safe, environmentally responsible and well 
maintained. 
 
Present Situation: The City of Vancouver currently operates the Vancouver Tennis Center, 
located at 5300 E. 18th Street in Vancouver. The property is owned by the Vancouver School 
District (District) and the City holds a 20-year long term lease, which has a 10-year initial term, 
with an auto extension for an additional 10 years. The lease with the auto renewal will be in 
effect until 2038.  In order to continue operations and improve services to the community, the 
City entered into a Management and Operations Agreement with the United States Tennis 
Association – Pacific Northwest (USTA-PNW) earlier this year.  As part of that agreement the 
City has committed to replacing the roof. 
 
The Vancouver Tennis Center was constructed in 1975, added onto in 1986 and again in 1993.  
While the roofing has had periodic maintenance, it has never been replaced and is experiencing 
multiple failures. Because the roof is beyond its useful life the most economical solution is to 
replace the entire roof. This project will remove the exposed fastener metal roof and insulation 
and replace it with a modern concealed clip fully seamed metal roof and insulation system.  In 
addition, this project will replace the rain gutters, metal siding on the end walls, and reseal the 
concrete joints on the tilt up wall panels.  It is anticipated that the Vancouver Tennis Center will 
be operational during construction with phased closures as needed accommodate construction 
sequencing; however, depending on what is uncovered during construction, limited full closures 
may be needed. 
 
Invitation to Bid #18-3 was issued on March 5, 2018.  The Invitation to Bid documents included 
a 3% Apprenticeship Utilization Requirement, which is consistent with the City’s policy.  The 



Staff Report 050-18 
4/16/2018 
Page 2 of 2 
 
City received three contractor bids by the bid solicitation close on April 3, 2018.  City staff and 
key stakeholders met to review the bids and to provide a recommendation for award. A 
recommendation for awarding the Vancouver Tennis Center Reroof Project Schedule A (roof 
replacement) and Schedule B (tilt-up wall sealant replacement) was determined.  The bids for 
Schedule A & B ranged between $820,046 and $1,346,328.  The bid results are as follows. 
 
SUMMARY OF BIDS 

BIDDER Schedule A Schedule B TOTAL 

AMER-X Inc. Roofing, Brush Prairie WA $798,908 $21,138 $820,046 

West Coast Roofing & Building, Salem, OR $1,130,697 $49,757 $1,180,454 

Roof Toppers, Vancouver, WA $1,289,960 $56,368 $1,346,328 

Engineers’ Estimate  $500,000 to $750,000 

 
 
AMER-X Inc. Roofing was determined to be the lowest responsive and responsible bidder and 
their bid is within the project’s budget.  The Engineers Estimate had a range between $500,000 
and $750,000.  The contract with AMER-X Inc. Roofing is written for $820,046.00 to include 
the acceptance of Schedule A & B.    
 
Advantage(s):  
1. This project satisfies the City’s contractual commitment to replace the Vancouver Tennis 

Center roof as detailed in the management agreement between the United States Tennis 
Association, Pacific Northwest and the City. 

2. The existing roof is beyond its useful life and in need of replacement. 
 

Disadvantage(s): None 
 
Budget Impact:  Budget for this project was included in the 2017-2018 Biennial Budget.   
 
Prior Council Review: 
· Council briefing memo on the transition to USTA-PNW – June 26, 2017 
· Council workshop – September 18, 2017 
· Long term lease with Vancouver School District – February 12, 2018 
· Operations and Management Agreement with USAT-PNW – February 12, 2018 
 
Action Requested:  Award a contract to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, AMER-X 
Inc. Roofing of Brush Prairie, Washington, and to authorize the City Manager or his designee to 
execute a contract for the Vancouver Tennis Center Reroof Project, in the amount 
of$820,046.00, which includes Washington State Sales tax. 
 
Attachment(s): Construction contract between the City of Vancouver and AMER-X Inc. Roofing 

 
             
        To request other formats, please contact: 

City Manager’s Office 
(360) 487-8600 | WA Relay: 711 
Amanda.Delapena@cityofvancouver.us 



BID #18-3: VANCOUVER TENNIS CENTER REROOF PROJECT 
Contract C-1 

CONTRACT # _______________ 
 

BID #18-3:  VANCOUVER TENNIS CENTER REROOF PROJECT 
 

THIS CONTRACT, by and between Amer-X Inc /Roofing, 18600 NE 164th St, Brush Prairie 
WA 98606 hereinafter referred to as the “Contractor”, and the City of Vancouver, a municipal 
corporation of the State of Washington, hereinafter referred to as the “Owner”. 
 
1. Contractor's Obligation:  The Contractor, for and in consideration of the sum to be paid 

to it by the Owner in the manner and at the times provided, hereinafter and in the 
Specifications, and in consideration of the covenants and agreements herein contained, 
which documents are incorporated into and made a part of this contract, hereby agrees to 
furnish all materials, labor, tools, machinery and implements of every description 
necessary for construction and installation of the following improvements: 

 
The work involved in this project is described in Invitation to Bid 18-3 and all 
addenda thereto, the Contractor’s proposal and the Project Plans and Special 
Provisions and includes, but is not limited to: 
 

The scope generally consists of the removal and replacement of the metal panel roof system, roofing 
insulation, rain gutters, metal siding, and tilt-up panel joint caulking as indicated in the project manual 
and drawings.  The Facility will remain open to the public throughout the duration of construction and 
work will be split into phases to facilitate both Construction and owner occupancy. 
 
Schedule of Work: 

1. Start of Phase 1 Closure:  Phase closure can begin as early as 15 days and no later than 30 
days after Contract Execution and Notice to Proceed issuance by the City. 
 

2. Phase Duration:  Once a phase has started, work shall take place continuously in an effort 
to minimize the impact to the owner’s operations.  Contractor shall provision to reopen 
tennis courts for public use within 30 days of the start of a phase.    
 

3. Substantial Completion:  No later than September 14, 2018 
 

4. Final Completion: No later than October 14, 2018 
 
The Contractor agrees to perform the work and furnish the materials in a most substantial 
and workmanlike manner and within the time limits stated in this Contract.  The 
Contractor agrees that it will make all necessary arrangements for the obtaining of 
permits from the United States, State of Washington, and/or any of its agencies as may be 
necessary to do the work required and covered by this Contract. 
 

2. E-Verify Program:   Contractor shall register and enter into a Memorandum of 
 Understanding (MOU) with the Department of Homeland Security E-Verify program 
 within sixty (60) days after execution of this Agreement.  Contractor shall ensure all 
 Contractor employees and any sub-contractor(s) assigned to perform work under this 
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 Agreement are eligible to work in the United States. Contractor shall provide verification 
 of compliance upon City request.  Failure by Contractor to comply with this subsection 
 shall be considered a material breach. 
 
3. Subcontractor Responsibility:  The Contractor shall include the language of this section 

in each of its first tier subcontracts, and shall require each of its subcontractors to include 
the same language of this section in each of their subcontracts, adjusting only as 
necessary the terms used for the contracting parties.  The requirements of this section 
apply to all subcontractors regardless of tier. 

 
At the time of subcontract execution, the Contractor shall verify that each of its first tier 
subcontractors meets the following bidder responsibility criteria: 
 

1. Have a current certificate of registration in compliance with chapter 18.27 RCW, 
which must have been in effect at the time of subcontract bid submittal; 

2. Have a current Washington Unified Business Identifier (UBI) number; 
3. If applicable, have: 

a. Have Industrial Insurance (workers’ compensation) coverage for the 
subcontractor’s employees working in Washington, as required in Title 51 
RCW; 

b. A Washington Employment Security Department reference number, as 
required in Title 50 RCW; 

c. A Washington Department of Revenue state excise tax registration 
number, as required in Title 82 RCW; 

d. An electrical contractor license, if required by Chapter 19.28 RCW; 
e. An elevator contractor license, if required by Chapter 70.87 RCW. 

4. Not be disqualified from bidding on any public works contract under RCW 
39.06.010 or 39.12.065 (3).  

 
4. City of Vancouver Business & Occupational License:  

In most cases, contractors will be required to get a business license when contracting with 
the City of Vancouver, unless allowable exemptions apply. Businesses/contractors shall 
contact the State of Washington Business License Service (BLS) at:  
http://bls.dor.wa.gov/file.aspx, telephone 800-451-7985, or 
www.cityofvancouver.us/businesslicense, to determine whether a business license is 
required pursuant to VMC Ch. 5.04. 
 

5. Owner's Obligation:  In consideration of the promises and agreements of the Contractor 
as set forth herein, and in consideration of the faithful performance and furnishing of the 
work and materials required by this Contract to the satisfaction of the Vancouver City 
Council, the Owner agrees to pay to the Contractor in the manner and at the times 
provided hereinafter and in the Contract Documents, and in accordance with the 
ordinances of the City of Vancouver and the laws of the State of Washington, the 
following sum as indicated, which amount does includes 8.4% Washington State Sales 
Tax (if applicable): 
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Eight Hundred Twenty Thousand Forty Six and 00/100 Dollars    

 (Dollar Amount in Written Text) 
 
 ***$820,046.00***__________________________________________________ 
 (Dollar Amount in Numbers) 
 
 The amount finally to be paid is, however, variable upon the work actually performed and 

final payment will be made upon the basis of the amount of work performed and the 
materials furnished, and at the lump sum or unit prices fixed in the Contractor's Proposal 
and as modified by any and all approved Change Orders. 

 
5. Contractor's Insurance:  The Contractor agrees to procure insurance coverage as 

required by Section 1-07.18 of the Special Provisions. 
 

6. Contractor's Bond:  The Contractor agrees that before it undertakes performance of this 
Contract, it will file with the City of Vancouver a Contract Performance Bond and 
Payment Bond, in the forms prescribed by the City of Vancouver, in the full amount of 
the Contract price executed by itself as principal and by a surety company authorized to 
do business in the State of Washington as surety.  The bonds shall comply with the laws 
of the State of Washington, and especially with the provisions of Chapter 39.08 RCW. 

 
7. Employment of Labor:  The Contractor agrees that all persons employed by Contractor 

and by any of its subcontractors and any of their lower tier contractors in work performed 
pursuant to this Contract shall not be employed in excess of eight (8) hours in any one 
day, except as provided or allowed by law. 

 
8. Payment of Labor:  The Contractor agrees that all laborers, workers, or mechanics 

employed by it or by any subcontractor in the performance of this Contract will be paid 
not less than the prevailing rate of wage for an hours work, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Chapter 39.12 RCW, and all rules and regulations promulgated pursuant 
thereto.  The State of Washington prevailing wage rates applicable for this public works 
project, which is located in Clark County, may be found at the following website address 
of the Department of Labor and Industries:  
https://fortress.wa.gov/lni/wagelookup/prvWagelookup.aspx. Based on the Bid submittal 
deadline for this project, the applicable effective date for prevailing wages for this project 
is APRIL 3, 2018.  
 
In case any dispute arises as to what the prevailing rates of wages for work of a similar 
nature are and such dispute cannot be adjusted by the parties involved, the matter shall be 
referred to the director of the Department of Labor and Industries of the State of 
Washington for arbitration, and the director's decision shall be final, conclusive and 
binding on all parties involved in the dispute. 
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9. Payment to the Contractor:  Payment to the Contractor of the Contract price by the 
Owner shall be made in checks drawn on the fund provided therefore.  Payment shall be 
in the manner provided below unless another manner has been specified in the Special 
Provisions. 

 
 Progress payments to the Contractor shall be made within 30 days of receipt of the signed 

progress payment request, as approved by the Owner, for work completed during the 
previous month. There will be reserved and retained from monies earned by the 
Contractor on estimates during the progress of the improvements of work, a sum equal to 
5 percent of all such estimates.  Said retained amount shall be held in trust in accordance 
with the Specifications and Chapter 60.28 RCW. 

 
Payment of the retained percentage shall be withheld, by the owner, for a period of 45 
days following the completion of all Contract work, as defined by WSDOT Section 1-
01.3, and shall be paid the Contractor at the expiration of 60 days per Chapter 39.12 
RCW and Chapter 60.28 RCW, in the event no claims, as provided by law, have been 
filed against such funds; and provided further, that releases or certificates have been 
obtained from the State Department of Labor and Industries, from the State Department 
of Revenue, and the Employment Security Department and all other departments and 
agencies having jurisdiction over the activities of the Contractor. In the event such claims 
are filed, the Contractor shall be paid such retained percentages less an amount sufficient 
to pay any such claims, together with a sum sufficient to defray the cost of foreclosure 
action and to cover attorney fees as determined by the Owner.  

 
 Every person performing labor or furnishing supplies toward the completion of said 

improvement of work shall have a lien upon said monies so reserved; provided, that such 
notice of the lien of such claimant shall be given in the manner provided in RCW 
39.08.030 and within the time provided in Chapter 60.28 RCW as now existing and in 
accordance with any amendments that may hereafter be made thereto. 

 
 No payment shall be made to the Contractor, however, until the Contractor and all 

subcontractors who have performed work shall have filed, with Procurement Services, the 
Labor and Industries executed Statement of Intent to Pay Prevailing Wage as required by 
RCW 39.12.040.  Said Contractor and all subcontractors shall also keep accurate payroll 
records for three years from the date of acceptance as described in WAC 296-127-320 
Payroll. A Contractor and all subcontractors shall, within ten days after it receives a 
written request, as defined by RCW 39.12.010(4) file a certified copy of the payroll 
records with the Owner. A Contractor’s noncompliance with this section shall constitute a 
violation of RCW 39.12.050.  

 
10. Indemnity: 

Contractor agrees to indemnify, defend, save and hold harmless the City, its officials, 
employees and agents from any and all liability, demands, claims, causes of action, suits 
or judgments, including costs, attorney fees and expenses incurred in connection 
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therewith, or whatsoever kind or nature, arising out of, or in connection with, or incident 
to, the performance of services by Contractor pursuant to this Agreement.  
 
In the event that any suit based on such a claim, demand, loss, damage, cost, or cause of 
action is brought against the Contractor, the City retains the right to participate in said 
suit. 
 
This indemnity and hold harmless shall include any claim made against the City by an 
employee of Contractor or subcontractor or agent of the Contractor, even if Contractor is 
thus otherwise immune from liability pursuant to the workers’ compensation statute, Title 
51 RCW.  To the extent that such liability arises from the concurrent negligence of both 
the City and the Contractor, such cost, fees and expenses shall be shared between the City 
and the Contractor in proportion to their relative degrees of negligence.  This indemnity 
and hold harmless shall NOT apply in the case where liability arises from the sole 
negligence of the City.  Contractor specifically acknowledges that the provisions 
contained herein have been mutually negotiated by the parties and it is the intent of the 
parties that Contractor provide the broadest scope of indemnity permitted by RCW 
4.24.115. 

 
11. Ownership of Records and Documents – Public Disclosure:  All materials, writings 

and products produced by the Contractor in the course of performing this Contract shall 
immediately become the property of the City.  In consideration of the compensation 
provided for by this Contract, the Contractor hereby further assigns all copyright interests 
in such materials, writings and products to the City.  A copy may be retained by the 
Contractor.  In the event the City receives a public record request for such materials, 
writings of products the City may, in its discretion, notify the Contractor of such request 
and withholds disclosure of such information for not less than five (5) business days to 
permit the Contractor to seek judicial protection of such information, provided that the 
Contractor shall be responsible for attorney fees and costs in such action and shall save 
and hold harmless the City from any costs, attorney feels, or penalty assessment under 
Chapter 42.56 RCW. 
 

12. Amendments:  All changes to this Agreement, including changes to the statement of 
work and compensation, must be made by written amendment and signed by all parties to 
this Agreement.  

 
13. Jurisdiction/Venue: In the event that any litigation should arise concerning the 

construction or interpretation of any of the terms of this Agreement, the venue of such 
action of litigation shall be in the Superior Court of the State of Washington in and for the 
County of Clark. This Agreement shall be governed by the law of the State of 
Washington. 
 

14. Assignment:  This Contract is binding on each party, its successors, assigns, and legal 
representatives and may not, under any circumstances, be assigned or transferred by either 
party without express written authorization. 
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15. Termination for Convenience:  The City, at its sole discretion, may terminate this 

Contract for convenience at any time for any reason deemed appropriate. Termination is 
effective immediately upon notice of termination given by the City. 

 
16. Bid Documents & Contract:  The complete Contract includes these parts:  this Contract, 

the terms of Invitation to Bid 18-3 and any addenda thereto, the Contractor’s complete 
Proposal Form, the Project Manual and Plans are all incorporated herein and made a part 
of this Contract by this reference.  These parts complement each other in describing a 
complete Work.  Any requirement in one part binds as if stated in all parts. 

 
17. Order of Precedence:   Any inconsistency in the parts of the contract shall be resolved 

by following this order of precedence (e.g., 1 presiding over 2, 2 over 3, 3 over 4, and so 
forth): 

1. This Agreement and any Addenda thereto, 
2. The Invitation to Bid and any Addenda thereto, 
3. Proposal Form, 
4. City of Vancouver General Conditions for Facility Construction. 
5. Project Manual Specifications, 
6. Project Plans 

 
18. Notices:  Whenever in this written Contract written notices are to be given or made, they 

may be sent by certified mail to the following people at the addresses as shown herein 
unless a different address is designated in writing or delivered to the respective party 
hereto: 

 
 Owner: Kevin Yin    Contractor:  William Jeschke, President 
  Procurement Services Manager                             Amer-X Inc./Roofing   
  City of Vancouver                       18600 NE 164th St  
  415 W 6th St.     Brush Prairie WA 98606 
  P O Box 1995      
 Vancouver WA  98668-1995  
 
 

SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE 
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Original signed at Vancouver, Washington, on the dates listed below. 
 
CITY OF VANCOUVER  CONTRACTOR:     
A municipal corporation  Amer-X Inc/Roofing 
 
 
__________________________________ __________________________________ 
Eric Holmes, City Manager Signature: 
 
  
__________________________________ _____________     
Date By: Printed Name / Title 
 
Attest: 
 
 
__________________________________  
Natasha Ramras, City Clerk  
By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk  
 
 
Approved as to form: 
  
 
__________________________________  
E. Bronson Potter, City Attorney 
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LABOR AND MATERIALS PAYMENT BOND 
 
(NOTE:  CONTRACTOR MUST USE THIS FORM, NOT A SURETY COMPANY FORM.  MUST 
BE ACCOMPAINED BY A POWER OF ATTORNEY FOR THE SURETY’S OFFICER 
AUTHORIZED TO SIGN) 
 
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:   
 
 We the Undersigned            as 
PRINCIPAL (Contractor) and          
  a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the state of  
    , and duly authorized to do surety business in the state of 
Washington and named on the current list of approved surety companies acceptable on federal 
bonds and conforming with the underwriting limitations as published in the Authorized Insurance 
List in the State of Washington published by the Office of the Insurance Commissioner and 
which carries an "A" rating and is of the appropriate class for the bond amount as determined by 
Best's Rating System, as SURETY, hereby hold and firmly bind ourselves, our heirs, executors, 
administrators, successors and assigns, jointly and severally, unto CITY OF VANCOUVER, as 
OBLIGEE, in the sum of            
Dollars ($  ) in lawful money of the United States of America, for the payment of that 
sum for the use and benefit of claimants as defined below.   
 
 The condition of this obligation is such that whereas the PRINCIPAL entered into a 
contract with CITY OF VANCOUVER dated     , 20___, which 
contract is hereunto annexed and made a part hereof, for accomplishment of the all contract 
terms for the project described as follows:   
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 NOW THEREFORE, if the PRINCIPAL shall promptly make payments to all persons, 
firms, subcontractors, corporations and/or others furnishing materials for or performing labor in 
the prosecution of the Work provided for in the aforesaid contract, and any authorized extension 
or modification thereof, including all amounts due for materials, equipment, mechanical repairs, 
transportation, tools and services consumed or used in connection with the performance of such 
Work, and for all labor performed in connection with such Work whether by subcontractor or 
otherwise, and all other requirements imposed by law, then this obligation shall become null and 
void; otherwise this obligation shall remain in full force and effect, subject, however, to the 
following condition:   

 
 The above-named PRINCIPAL and SURETY hereby jointly and severally agree that 

every claimant, who has not been paid in full, may sue on this bond for the use of such claimant, 
prosecute the suit to final judgment in for such sum or sums as may be justly due claimant, and 
have execution thereon.  The OBLIGEE shall not be liable for the payment of any judgment, 
costs, expenses or attorneys' fees of any such suit.   
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 PROVIDED, FURTHER, that SURETY for the value received, hereby stipulates and 
agrees that all changes, extensions of time, alterations to the terms of the contract or to Work to 
be performed thereunder or the Specifications accompanying the same shall be within the scope 
of the SURETY's undertaking on this bond, and SURETY does hereby waive notice of any such 
change, extension of time, alteration or addition to the terms of the contract or to the Work or to 
the Specifications.  Any such change, extension of time, alteration or addition to the terms of the 
contract or to the Work or to the Specifications shall automatically increase the obligation of the 
SURETY hereunder in a like amount, provided that the total of such increases shall not exceed 
twenty-five percent (25%) of the original amount of the obligation without the consent of the 
SURETY.   
 
 This obligation shall continue to bind the PRINCIPAL and SURETY, notwithstanding 
successive payments made hereunder, until the full amount of the obligation is exhausted, or if 
the full amount of the obligation is not exhausted and no claim is pending resolution, until such 
time as no further claims can be made pursuant to law with regard to the above-described project. 
 
 SURETY shall indemnify, defend, and protect the CITY OF VANCOUVER against any 
claim of direct or indirect loss resulting from the failure of the CONTRACTOR (or any of the 
employees, subcontractors, or lower tier subcontractors of the CONTRACTOR) to pay all 
laborers, mechanics, subcontractors, lower tier subcontractors, materialpersons, or any other 
person who provides supplies or provisions for carrying out the work. 
 
 If more than one SURETY is on this bond, each SURETY hereby agrees that it is jointly 
and severally liable for all obligations of this bond.   
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our hands and seals this _______ day of 
_______________________, 20___.   
 
             
SURETY      CONTRACTOR 
 
By:       By*:      
 
Title:       Title:      
 
             
Street Address      Street Address 
 
             
City,   State  ZIP   City,  State  ZIP 
 
             
Phone Number     Phone Number 

* Must be signed by president or vice-president of Contractor.  
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PERFORMANCE BOND 
 
(NOTE:  CONTRACTOR MUST USE THIS FORM, NOT A SURETY COMPANY FORM.  
MUST BE ACCOMPAINED BY A POWER OF ATTORNEY FOR THE SURETY’S 
OFFICER AUTHORIZED TO SIGN) 
 
KNOW BY ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:   
 
 We the undersigned           as 
PRINCIPAL (hereinafter called CONTRACTOR), and       
  a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the state of  
     duly authorized to do surety business in the state of Washington 
and named on the current list of approved surety companies acceptable on federal bonds and 
conforming with the underwriting limitations as published in the Authorized Insurance List in the 
State of Washington published by the Office of the Insurance Commissioner and which carries an 
"A" rating and is of the appropriate class for the bond amount as determined by Best's Rating 
System, as SURETY, hereby hold and firmly bind ourselves, our heirs, executors, administrators, 
successors and assigns, jointly and severally, to pay to CITY OF VANCOUVER as OBLIGEE 
(hereinafter called CITY OF VANCOUVER), the amount of      
     Dollars ($   ) in lawful money of the United 
States of America.   
 
 WHEREAS, the CONTRACTOR entered into a contract with CITY OF VANCOUVER 
dated ___________________, 20___, which Contract is hereunto annexed and made a part 
hereof, for accomplishment of the all contract terms for the project described as follows:   
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 NOW, THEREFORE, the condition of this obligation is such that if the CONTRACTOR 
shall promptly, truly and faithfully perform all the undertakings, covenants, terms, conditions, 
and agreements of the aforesaid contract and having performed its obligations thereunder, then 
this obligation shall be null and void; otherwise it shall remain in full force and effect.   
 
 Whenever CONTRACTOR shall be declared by CITY OF VANCOUVER to be in 
default under the Contract Documents for the project described herein, the SURETY shall 
promptly remedy the default by completing the project in accordance with the Contract 
Documents and the project Specifications with a contractor approved by the CITY OF 
VANCOUVER.  SURETY, for value received, further stipulates and agrees that all changes, 
extensions of time, alterations, or additions to the terms of the Contract or Specifications for the 
above described contract are within the scope of the SURETY's undertaking on this bond, and 
SURETY hereby waives notice of any such change, extension of time, alteration or addition to 
the terms of the contract or to the Work or to the Specifications.  Any such change, extension of 
time, alteration or addition to the terms of the contract or to the Work or to the Specifications 
shall automatically increase the obligation of the Surety hereunder in a like amount, provided that 



BID #18-3: VANCOUVER TENNIS CENTER REROOF PROJECT 
Bonds  

C-11 

such increase shall not exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the original amount of the obligation 
without the consent of the Surety.   
 This obligation shall continue to bind the PRINCIPAL and SURETY, notwithstanding 
successive payments made hereunder, until the full amount of the obligation is exhausted.   
 
 SURETY shall indemnify, defend, and protect the CITY OF VANCOUVER against any 
claim of direct or indirect loss resulting from the failure of the CONTRACTOR (or any of the 
employees, subcontractors, or lower tier subcontractors of the CONTRACTOR) to faithfully 
perform the terms of the contract. 
 

No right of action shall accrue on this bond to or for the use of any person or corporation 
other than CITY OF VANCOUVER or its heirs, executors, administrators, successors or assigns. 
  
 
 If more than one SURETY is on this bond, each SURETY hereby agrees that it is jointly 
and severally liable for obligations on this bond.   
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our hands and seals this _______ day of 
_______________, 20___.   
 
 
 
             
SURETY      CONTRACTOR 
 
By:       By*:      
 
Title:       Title:      
 
             
Street Address      Street Address 
 
             
City   State  ZIP  City   State ZIP 
  
             
Phone Number     Phone Number 
 

* Must be signed by president or vice-president of Contractor.  
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STAFF REPORT NO. 051-18 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council    DATE:   4/16/2018  
FROM: Eric Holmes, City Manager      
 
 
Subject:  Adoption of 2018-2023 Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan 
 
Key Points:   

· The City Council is being requested to adopt a new Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan.  
· The plan was developed by staff working with a consultant and a 25-member community 

advisory committee.   
· The plan includes specific recommendations for action including initially appointing a 

new Cultural Commission, hiring a full-time Cultural Services Manager, restoring the 
Cultural Grant program and developing a public art program.   

· Implementation of the plan will take a commitment of City resources, either through the 
general fund or through a dedicated source of funding.    

 
Objective:  Adopt a new Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan. This action supports implementation of 
Goal 5 of the City’s Strategic Plan:  Continue to build high quality historical and cultural 
experiences for residents and visitors. 
 
Present Situation:  In 1994, the City Council adopted Vancouver Municipal Code (VMC) 2.88, 
which established a Cultural Commission to encourage and support the arts and serve as a central 
clearinghouse for cultural activities. In 1995, under the direction of the Cultural Commission and 
the City’s Cultural Services Manager, work began on a city-wide Cultural Plan that was accepted 
by the City Council in 1997. Only a few components of the Cultural Plan were implemented and 
in 2006, the City eliminated the Cultural Services Manager position and the City Council 
subsequently suspended the Cultural Commission.  
 
In 2016, the City Council adopted a six-year strategic plan that included developing a new 
Cultural Plan. Before work began, it was decided to expand the plan to include heritage 
programs and activities along with arts and culture. The City began work on the plan in August 
2017 with assistance from a consultant and a 25-member advisory committee representing a 
broad range of cultural, arts and heritage organizations. The process included community leader 
interviews, identifying assets and themes, community forums, reviewing best practices from 
other communities, focus groups and stakeholder presentations for feedback on the draft plan.  
 
The draft plan includes specific recommendations on actualizing the existing Arts District, 
reappointing a Cultural Commission and creating a public art program. It also includes examples 
of how more performing art space could be infused into the Arts District and recommendations 
for possible funding sources for implementation of the plan and its components.  
 
The Advisory Committee recommends that the initial steps for implementing the plan include 
establishing a new Cultural Commission, hiring a full-time Cultural Services Manager, restoring 
the Cultural Grant program and developing a public art program.  Implementation of the plan 
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will take a commitment of City resources, either through the general fund or through a dedicated 
source of funding.    
 
Council is being asked to formally adopt the Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan via resolution. 
 
Advantage(s): Adoption of the Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan confirms Council’s support for 
these programs and provides an implementation framework for the next six years. 
 
Disadvantage(s): Adoption of the Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan by the Council implies a 
commitment to the implementation which will require funding.  
 
Budget Impact: No budget impact from adoption of the plan.  Implementation of most of the 
action items will require funding.  
 
Prior Council Review:  Council workshops on January 22, 2018 and April 9, 2018 

 
Action Requested: On April 16, 2018, adopt the new Vancouver Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan 
via resolution. 
 
Attachment(s):  
· Resolution 
· 2018- 2023 Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan 
             
  
 
 
 
 
 

To request other formats, please contact: 
City Manager’s Office 
(360) 487-8600 | WA Relay: 711 
Amanda.Delapena@cityofvancouver.us 



 
RESOLUTION - 1   

4/16/18 

RESOLUTION NO. M- [Resolution Number] 

 A RESOLUTION adopting the City’s new Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan.  

 WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes the important role that culture, arts and heritage 

play in community livability and economic vitality; and 

WHEREAS the City’s current Cultural Plan is from 1997 and one of the action items in 

the City Council’s 2016-2021 Strategic Plan was to develop a new cultural plan; and 

WHEREAS, in August 2017 the City, working with a consultant and a 25-member 

advisory committee with broad membership from the cultural, arts and heritage community, 

began developing a new Culture, Arts & Heritag Plan; and 

WHEREAS,  input on the development of the plan was solicited through individual 

interviews, community forums, focus groups and stakeholder presentations; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held workshops on the plan on January 22, 2018 and April 

9, 2018; and 

 WHEREAS, the Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan envisions Vancouver as a city that will 

integrate culture, arts and heritage into the daily life of our community, enhancing our identity, 

welcoming community members and visitors and strengthening our local economy.  

 NOW, THEREFORE, 

 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF VANCOUVER: 

Section 1. That as recommended in SR _______, the Culture, Arts & Heritage Plan, 

included as Exhibit “A”, is hereby adopted.  

Section 2.   This resolution shall be effective immediately upon adoption.  

 DATED this 16th day of April, 2018. 



 
RESOLUTION - 2   

 
_______________________ 

        Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Natasha Ramras, City Clerk 
By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
E. Bronson Potter, City Attorney 



Approved April 16, 2018

CITY OF VANCOUVER  
CULTURE, 
ARTS &  
HERITAGE 
PLAN



Painting and tools inside local artist Tom Relth’s studio in downtown Vancouver
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Heart and Stone sculpture by Cobalt Designworks on Columbia and West Sixth Streets 
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Welcome to the City of Vancouver Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan, a plan that 
builds on the vision and values contained in the City’s 2016-2021 Strategic 
Plan for a vibrant, safe, welcoming and prosperous Vancouver.  

The City’s Strategic Plan was developed with input from thousands of residents, 
community and business partners, and identifies area of focus including 

investments in public safety, strengthening connections with residents, 
parks investments, reinforcing our connection to the Columbia River, 

supporting economic growth, transportation, and reinforcing 
Vancouver’s clear and distinctive sense of place.

The Strategic Plan includes goals affirming the importance 
of culture, arts and heritage to our city and this Culture, 

Arts and Heritage Plan builds on that affirmation and 
identifies strategic areas that will help to realize the 

City’s aspirations.

Vancouver is home to a growing and ever-
evolving cultural ecosystem, with a variety 
of artists, arts and cultural organizations, 

institutions of higher education, a historical 
museum, a national historic site, and other arts and 

cultural venues such as festivals, outdoor concerts and 
markets and a monthly First Friday Art Walk.  

A focus on culture, arts and heritage and support for cultural 
resources can benefit almost every part of our lives, from the 

vibrancy and economic prosperity of our city to our health and well-
being, in addition to enhancing the unique character and identity of 

our city.

While culture, arts and heritage are sometimes marginalized and not seen as 
essential, they are actually one of the most necessary ingredients in what makes a 

community an attractive and vibrant place to live, visit and work.

This Plan outlines why culture, arts and heritage are an important part of our city’s 
identity, and focuses on the strategies and initiatives needed to grow and sustain a thriving 

and vibrant culture, arts and heritage scene in Vancouver.

VISION
Bringing together the 
diverse interests and 
talents of Vancouver, we 
will integrate culture, arts 
and heritage into the daily 
life of our community. 
We will steward the 
exceptional assets of 
Vancouver’s heritage 
and natural setting, 
making contributions 
that enhance the identity 
of Vancouver, welcome 
all community members 
and visitors, strengthen 
the local economy, and 
improve the quality of life 
in Vancouver.



“Heritage is our legacy 
from the past, what we live 

with today and we pass on to 
future generations. Our cultural and 

natural heritage are both irreplaceable 
sources of life and inspiration, our 

touchstone, our reference point, 
our identity. “

– UNESCO

A “Keys to the City” piano, painted by a local artist, at Esther Short Park

A mural on West 6th Street at C Street



FOUNDATION
Vancouver’s Strategic Plan
With its location between the Pacific Ocean and the Cascade Mountains on the north bank of the 
Columbia River, Vancouver is known for its natural beauty and high quality of life. We are consistently 
among the nation’s most livable and fastest growing cities, with a population of nearly 185,000 as of 
2017.

Vancouver’s city government has a tradition of planning for the future with input from the community. 
The City’s past strategic plans helped successfully guide accomplishments, including downtown 
revitalization, redevelopment of the waterfront, and investments in public safety and our streets.

From a recent survey completed by more than 2,000 residents, a strong vision for the future of 
Vancouver emerged: a desire to be more than a bedroom community, one with robust cultural 
experiences, a self-sustained local economy, and opportunities to spend leisure time right here.

The 2016-2021 Strategic Plan will help ensure Vancouver remains one the nation’s most livable cities—
one that has a strong economy, and an exemplary education, health care, housing, public safety, 
transportation, parks and arts and culture ecosystem.

Creating the Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan 
To assist with the creation of this plan, a 25 member advisory committee was formed. This group, 
representing a broad range of community arts and heritage stakeholders, began meeting monthly 
starting in September 2017.  In addition, interviews were conducted with stakeholders, including those 
interested in culture, arts and heritage, as well as economic development, education, neighborhoods 
and local business.

The draft plan was presented to 15 stakeholder groups, including the Historic Preservation Commission, 
Vancouver Neighborhood Allilance, Arts of Clark County and Vancouver’s Downtown Association. 
Feedback from the stakeholders was incorporated into the plan.

“The arts empower. The 
arts give a voice to the 
voiceless. The arts help 
transform American 
communities and, as I 
often say, the result can 
be a better child, a better 
town, a better nation and 
certainly a better world. 
Let’s champion our arts 
action heroes, emulate 
them and make our 
communities everything 
we want them to be.” 
– Robert L. Lynch,  Americans for 
the Arts
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A “Rainku” poem 

A mural on West 6th Street at C Street



Three key themes surrounding culture, arts and heritage in Vancouver emerged from the advisory committee’s 
discussions and the stakeholder interviews:

Culture, arts and 
heritage are an 
integral part 
of Vancouver’s 
identity.

1 There is 
excitement 
surrounding 
the assets 
that currently 
exist and the 
potential for 
what could be 
created in the 
future.

2

Needs include 
resources and 
space, but 
also structure, 
leadership and 
shared goals.

3

“Arts and culture make 
considerable and 
necessary contributions 
to the well-being of 
communities. Arts and 
culture are powerful tools 
with which to engage 
communities in various 
levels of change. They 
are a means to public 
dialogue, contribute to 
the development of a 
community’s creative 
learning, create healthy 
communities capable of 
action, provide a powerful 
tool for community 
mobilization and activism, 
and help build community 
capacity and leadership.” 

- Creative City Network of Canada
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City of Vancouver Creative Vitality Index
In March 2018, the Washington State Arts Commission provided a Creative 
Vitality Index (CVI) report for the City of Vancouver, updating the data contained 
in the last Vancouver CVI report received nearly five years ago, in June 2013. 

The CVI is a measure of economic vitality of the arts and art-related activities 
in a specific geographic region of the U.S. It is designed to provide an indicator 
of the relative health of the economic elements of the creative economy. It 
measures annual changes in the economic health of an area by using per capita 
concentration of creative activities in both the for-profit and non-profit sectors. 
The report found:

The city of Vancouver’s CVI has steadily improved, from 0.74 in 2012 to 
0.81 in 2016. The U.S. baseline CVI rating is 1.0 and Washington State’s 
CVI is 1.02.

In the downtown core, Vancouver’s CVI is 1.60. Downtown has seen a 
7% gain in the number of creative jobs between 2015 and 2016, and a 
10% gain in creative industry earnings during the same period. 

Cultural nonprofits have lost ground in Vancouver since 2015, earning 
$1.9M (18%) less in revenues in 2016 than in the previous year.

Creative industries in Vancouver with the highest revenues in 2016 
were: software publishers ($68.6 million), antique shops ($25.8 
million), film/video exhibition ($23.7 million), newspaper publishers 
($21.9 million) and music publishers ($19.9 million).

Local festivals, such as the Recycled Arts Festival and the Vancouver 
Wine and Jazz Festival bring thousands of attendees to Vancouver. 
Americans for the Arts estimates that nonlocal attendees spend twice 
as much per person as their local counterparts as a result of attending 
an arts event ($45.57 vs. $23.44).

The Salmon Run Bell Tower in Esther Short Park



Where we Are Now
The advisory committee discussed the state of arts and culture in our community and developed an inventory of Vancouver’s current cultural assets and arts  
community needs:

Vancouver’s Cultural Assets

THE FORT

UNIQUE 
NEIGHBORHOODS

DOWNTOWN

COLUMBIA 
RIVER

PARKS

PUBLIC ART

OUR 
SURROUNDING 

NATURAL
BEAUTY

HISTORICAL 
MUSEUM

EDUCATIONAL 
SYSTEM

THE CITY 
ORGANIZATION

LOCAL ARTISTS

LEADERS

ARTS, DANCE,  
THEATER and MUSIC 

ORGANIZATIONS

NATIONAL 
PARK 

SERVICE

VANCOUVER’S 
DOWNTOWN 
ASSOCIATION

ARTS DONORS

ARTS and CULTURAL 
EVENTS

VANCOUVER’S 
HISTORY

WATERFRONT 
DEVELOPMENT

OUR PROXIMITY 
TO PORTLAND
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“In 2015, arts and cultural 
production contributed 
$763.6 billion to the 
U.S. economy (more 
than construction, 
transportation, agriculture 
or warehousing), the 
arts employ 4.9 million 
workers across the country 
with earnings of more 
than $370 billion, and 
consumers spent $31.6 
billion on admissions to 
performing arts events, 
$1 billion more than 
projected.”  
– Bureau of Economic Analysis & 
the National Endowment for the 
Arts, March 2018 report

VANCOUVER’S ARTS  
COMMUNITY NEEDS

Greater awareness 
of the value of art

Organizational
capacity

Arts  
funding

Arts and 
performance 

space

Stronger 
commitment 
from the City 
organization

Grant 
programs
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A concert at Esther Short Park



Best Practices From Other Cities
The advisory committee reviewed the cultural programs from several nearby cities:  Hillsboro and Beaverton, 
Ore., Bellingham and Tacoma, Wash., and Boise, Idaho. From these case studies, the committee identified the 
following areas as key ingredients for success:

“Arts and culture can bring 
people together across 
traditional barriers such as 
age, income, education, 
race and religion. It can 
help create a sense of 
neighborhood identity 
and pride. Along the way, 
it can also be instrumental 
in helping to grow and 
attract businesses, create 
vital markets for housing 
and help improve the 
safety of a community.”
– Creative Community  
Leadership Institute

CHAMPIONS  
Strong leadership around arts 
and culture, particularly from 
elected officials.

STAFFING  
Dedicated City staff.

BUDGET 
City funding committed for arts, 
culture and heritage programs.

COMMUNITY  
Volunteer advisory 
commission/council play an 
important role.
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Native American drumming at the annual Nez Perce Chief Redheart memorial ceremony at the Fort Vancouver National Historic Site 



Esther Short Park fills with visitors during the City’s summer concert series



“TICKET TO ENTRY”
The advisory committee 
recommends the City take 
four near-term actions to 
begin implementing this 
plan:

•  Appoint a new Cultural  
   Commission

•  Hire a full-time Cultural  
   Services Manager

•  Restore the cultural  
   grant program

•  Create a public art  
   program

 
 
1 Fort Vancouver National Historic Site, 
created as a unit of the National Park 
System in 1948, is part of the federally 
designated Vancouver National Historic 
Reserve, which also includes Officers Row, 
the West Barracks and Pearson Airfield.

THE CITY’S ROLE
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T   he City of Vancouver recognizes it cannot support cultural, arts and heritage 
programs and activities alone, and much of the City’s work is done in partnership 
with nonprofits, community groups and businesses. The City currently supports 

and implements arts, cultural and heritage programs and services as outlined below.

Current Cultural, Arts and Heritage Services:
Public Art Collection: The City has an eclectic collection of more than 30 

pieces of outdoor public art.  Recent additions to the collection have 
been in partnership with Vancouver’s Downtown Association and 

the Clark County Mural Society. 

Events:  The City sponsors cultural events, including two 
popular outdoor concert series in Esther Short Park and 

the Columbia Tech Center Park. In addition, the City 
issues permits for a number of cultural events each 

year, including the Recycled Arts Festival and  
3 Days of Aloha.

Real Vancouver: The City airs a monthly 
documentary-style program that highlights the 

people, places and events that make Vancouver 
unique, including the areas of heritage, arts, culture 

and music.

Marketing/Communications: The City uses a variety of 
channels (social media, website, community newsletter) to 

highlight and build awareness of arts and culture events  
in Vancouver.

The Vancouver National Historic Reserve1: The City supports The Historic 
Trust and the National Park Service in the programming and management of 

this federally-designated national historic reserve.

Celebrate Freedom Programs:  The City supports these programs in partnership with 
The Historic Trust, which include Independence Day, Flag Day, the Veterans Day Parade 

and the Marshall Leadership Awards and Lecture.

Clark County Historical Museum:  The City provides the building that houses the museum and 
provides operational funds, in partnership with Clark County.  



Plan Elements
u  Cultural capacity

u Cultural focus
u  Cultural space

SIX-YEAR 
ACTION 
PLAN

The stockade at the reconstructed Fort Vancouver
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Action 1.1.1	 Hire two full-time staff 		
		  positions to coordinate and  
		  champion the City’s culture,  
		  arts and heritage programs 

Action 1.1.2	 Facilitate presence of elected  
		  and staff leadership at cultural  
		  events throughout the city

Action 1.1.3	 Update the 2013 “Creative  
		  Vitality Index,” which  
		  provides a measurement of  
		  the value and contribution  
		  of the creative economy 

		  Completed March 2018

Action 1.2.1	 As established in Vancouver  
		  Municipal Code, Section 2.88,  
		  appoint a Cultural 		
		  Commission to provide a  
		  focus on growing support  
		  and awareness of culture, arts 	
		  and heritage across the city

Action 1.2.2	 Partner with the Clark County  
		  Arts Commission to expand 	
		  county-wide awareness and 	
		  support for culture and arts

Action 1.2.3	 Increase outreach budget  
		  for the Clark County/ 
		  Vancouver Historic  
		  Preservation Commission,  
		  which provides education and  
		  awareness of heritage,  
		  including preservation of 	
		  historic buildings

ELEMENT 1: CULTURAL CAPACITY
Building Capacity of the Cultural Sector
THE VISION: Vancouver’s cultural service providers and participants believe the cultural sector of the city is strong, offering quality cultural, arts and heritage 
experiences to residents and visitors. There is visionary government and community leadership and increased organizational capacity in resource development, 
training and operations.

OBJECTIVE 1.1: Support renewed cultural focus among City leadership

OBJECTIVE 1.2: Engage and elevate community leaders in support of culture, arts and heritage

Action 1.2.4	 Contract with an organization  
		  with cultural expertise to  
		  build leadership capacity  
		  within community-based  
		  culture, arts and heritage  
		  organizations



OBJECTIVE 1.3: Expand City-supported arts and cultural programs

Action 1.3.1	 Expand the City’s public  
		  art program, including  
		  installing pieces throughout  
		  the city, and clarify roles for  
		  decision-making and artist  
		  selection

Action 1.3.2	 Expand the popular Summer  
		  Concert Series to include  
		  additional performances in  
		  east Vancouver and/or Clark  
		  College and the new  
		  waterfront park (2019),  
		  including additional staff to  
		  support programming and  
		  permitting 

Action 1.3.5	 Explore partnerships to  
		  provide additional classes  
		  in arts and dance for all ages  
		  and cultures at the City’s  
		  community centers

Action 1.3.6	 Work with other City  
		  departments, including  
		  Public Works and Community  
		  and Economic Development,  
		  to infuse art throughout the  
		  City’s infrastructure 

Action 1.4.1	 Leverage the City’s existing  
		  web-based calendar of 	events  
		  to promote cultural events  
		  (i.e. linking to Evergreen  
		  Public Schools’ Fine Arts  
		  Calendar and Arts of Clark  
		  County calendar of events)

Action 1.4.2	 Use Clark/Vancouver  
		  Television (CVTV) to bring  
		  culture, arts and heritage  
		  programming to a broader  
		  community audience

Action 1.4.5	 Create honors, awards and  
		  laureate programs to  
		  celebrate individuals and  
		  organizations that support  
		  culture, arts and heritage

Action 1.4.6	 Encourage broader use of the  
		  City’s Art-in-Right-Of-Way  
		  policy that allows community 	
		  groups and artists to decorate  
		  street lights, utility boxes,  
		  pavement and storm drains

19   City of Vancouver Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan 

Action 1.3.3	 Under the direction of the  
		  Cultural Commission, restore  
		  the Cultural Grant program,  
		  which provides small grants  
		  for culture, arts 	and heritage  
		  organizations

Action 1.3.4	 Create paid internships for  
		  youth to provide  
		  opportunities in the cultural  
		  or special events programs,  
		  particularly during summer  
		  months when there is a spike  
		  in cultural activities

OBJECTIVE 1.4: Promote the infusion of culture, arts and heritage into Vancouver residents’ daily lives

Action 1.4.3	 Expand practice of making  
		  space available in City Hall for 
 		  arts and heritage exhibits to  
		  other City-owned facilities

Action 1.4.4	 Expand neighborhood grant  
		  program to include culture,  
		  arts and heritage projects,  
		  allowing neighborhoods to  
		  plan for desired enrichment  
		  specific to their community



The Cultural Commission 
A passionate group of community leaders recognized 
as partners with the City is one of the foundational 
elements of any successful culture, arts and heritage 
program. Cities throughout the Pacific Northwest with 
successful programs have acknowledged the value and 
benefit of engaging its citizens directly as advocates and 
ambassadors, and as such, have established volunteer-
based councils and commissions to work with elected 
officials and city staff to promote culture, arts and 
heritage. 

The City of Vancouver long-ago recognized the value 
of empowering its citizens in the advocacy for culture, 
arts and heritage. In 1994, a Cultural Commission was 
created in local ordinance. However, with no financial 
resources to staff the commission in 2006, its members 
were dismissed and much of the work put on hold. The 
Cultural Commission remains in Vancouver Municipal 
Code (Section 2.88), though it currently has no members 
and is not in operation. 

The advisory committee recommends that the City 
reinstate the Cultural Commission to provide a focus 
on growing support and awareness of culture, arts 
and heritage across the city. The committee discussed 
the need to include ethnically diverse voices to ensure 
multiculturalism is infused into decisions and activities. 
It was also recommended that Cultural Commission 
members’ roles and responsibilities be modified in  
order to align with best practices of comparable cities in  
the region. 

Detailed recommendations for changes to the 
commission’s roles and responsibilities are outlined in 
Appendix B.
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Glass artists at Firehouse Glass Studio and Gallery in downtown Vancouver



Art display in the Fort Vancouver Regional Library during Vancouver’s Downtown Association’s First Friday Art Walk



ELEMENT 2: CULTURAL FOCUS
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Strengthen Vancouver’s Cultural Core
THE VISION: Vancouver’s unique identity is rooted in three distinct, connected areas with delightful, but different characteristics: Fort 

Vancouver National Historic Site, downtown and the evolving waterfront. Each of these three districts offers residents and visitors 
multiple ways to participate in and enjoy the city’s culture, arts and heritage. The Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan envisions a 

strengthened synergy among these three extraordinary assets.

Action 2.1.1	 Reconfigure boundaries of the  
		  Arts District to reflect the  
		  concentration of arts activities  
		  and enhance the ability to  
		  successfully market the  
		  district

Action 2.1.2	 Focus on developing the Arts  
		  District in terms of economic  
		  benefits to the city and to  

		  local artists, including creating  
		  mechanisms to encourage  
		  more arts uses in the district

Action 2.1.3	 Support creation of dedicated  
		  staff position at Vancouver’s  
		  Downtown Association to  
		  help with marketing for the  
		  Arts District;  
 
		  OR 

		  partner on the development  
		  of an organization to manage 
		  the Arts District, which would  
		  include a governance board,  
		  mission, brand and identity,  
		  programming, and data  
		  collection on outcomes

Action 2.1.4	 Design and implement art- 
		  based streetscape  
		  improvements targeted at  
		  the heart of the Arts District,  
		  which may include increased  
		  pedestrian and 	amenity space  
		  and artistic lighting, or partial  
		  street closure to support arts  
		  uses

OBJECTIVE 2.1: Fully leverage the Arts District to be an economic and cultural driver of downtown’s future



Action 2.2.1	 Explore designating a portion  
		  of downtown as a historic  
		  district

Action 2.2.2	 Update the City’s 1994  
		  downtown design guidelines  
		  manual to emphasize public 	
		  art, cultural amenities and  
		  historic character of built  
		  environment 

OBJECTIVE 2.2: Explore designating a historic district to recognize and celebrate downtown’s heritage

Action 2.2.3	 Consider physical  
		  improvements to a 		
		  designated historic loop,  
		  including simple streetscape  
		  improvements and plaques,  
		  and tie the historic loop into  
		  the MyVancouver and Clark  
		  County Heritage apps

Action 2.2.4	 Complete renovations,  
		  including climate control, of  
		  the City-owned Carnegie  
		  Library, which houses Clark  
		  County Historical Museum

Action 2.3.1	 Leverage City  
		  communications tools to  
		  promote culture, arts and  
		  heritage activities at Fort  
		  Vancouver

OBJECTIVE 2.3: Enhance connections to Fort Vancouver National Historic Site to honor Vancouver as the birthplace of Pacific Northwest settlement

Action 2.3.2	 Partner with the National Park  
		  Service in the creation of a  
		  multi-cultural center at Fort 	
		  Vancouver, acting as an early  
		  champion and investor to	
		  leverage philanthropic and  
		  other funding sources

Action 2.3.3	 Refurbish the Confluence  
		  Land Bridge at the Vancouver  
		  National Historic Reserve,  
		  including new lighting,  
		  irrigation system, landscaping  
		  and trail improvements

Action 2.4.1	 Include historical  
		  interpretative signage as part  
		  of improvements to the  
		  Renaissance Trail and at the  
		  new waterfront park

OBJECTIVE 2.4: Strengthen connections to the river and amplify Vancouver’s identity as a waterfront city

Action 2.4.2	 Leverage art and streetscape  
		  improvements, 	and uses of  
		  City-owned property, to  
		  create physical connections  
		  between downtown and  
		  new waterfront development

Action 2.4.3	 Support development of the  
		  waterfront public market  
		  (Port of Vancouver Terminal 1)  
		  through advocacy, design,  
		  permitting and marketing,  
		  and encourage the inclusion  
		  of culture, arts and heritage  
		  space and programs

Action 2.5.1	 Partner with Visit Vancouver  
		  and other tourism  
		  organizations to highlight  
		  new opportunities to engage  
		  with the City’s three major  
		  physical assets

OBJECTIVE 2.5: Promote downtown, the waterfront and Fort Vancouver as the collection of irreplaceable assets that make  Vancouver unique

Action 2.5.2	 Expand the MyVancouver  
		  mobile app to include all  
		  public art, not just City- 
		  owned, and a broader range  
		  of cultural and heritage uses
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The Arts District
In 2014, Vancouver designated a section of downtown as the 
“Vancouver Arts District” in order to increase tourism and further the 
City’s economic development strategy. The idea of an arts district was 
one of the recommendations in the City’s 1997 Cultural Plan, and was 
championed by a number of downtown and arts interests. 

The district covers portions of downtown and the Vancouver National 
Historic Reserve, with boundaries of 15th Street on the north, Fort 
Vancouver Way on the east, 6th Street on the south and Esther 
Street on the west. It is marked by street sign toppers. Vancouver’s 
Downtown Association hosts a successful monthly First Friday Art Walk 
in the Arts District. 

This Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan prioritizes the success of the 
Vancouver Arts District as a focus of arts and culture, a source of civic 
pride, and a magnet for residents of Vancouver and people throughout 
the region.  Of the many examples of arts districts throughout the 
country, the most successful have three key qualities: 

1. Character 
Arts districts are often in neighborhoods with a visible history, and 
Vancouver is fortunate to have the irreplaceable stock of historic 
buildings in its downtown. With the Art Deco Kiggins Theatre, the early 
20th century brick buildings and the delightful scale, Vancouver has an 
outstanding setting for a center for culture and arts. 

The City’s role in maintaining the quality of the district’s character is 
to prevent the loss of the historic and cultural resources, and to find 
ways to support the rehabilitation and code compliance of older 
architectural fabric. 

2. Walkability and ‘stayability’
Walking in arts districts should be comfortable and interesting. In addition, 
it should be comfortable to linger and enjoy spending time. Attention 
to storefront interest, streetscape, lighting, seating and outdoor dining 
will encourage people to spend time in the district. The City can make 
improvements in the public realm and streetscape that can reap benefits 
by making the Arts District a distinct and attractive area within the 
downtown. 

3. Activity
Arts districts thrive when there is a variety of things to see and do, 
when there are other people present, and the possibility of the positive 
unexpected. Including free activities opens up an arts district to people of 
all economic means. 
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Main Street in downtown Vancouver



Vancouver’s Arts District has all the prerequisites for increased success. In order to 
achieve that potential, there needs to be increased efforts to have more art and 
cultural uses in the district, to have more activities, and more of a marketing effort.

The City needs to be pro-active in encouraging arts and culture to 
thrive in the Arts District. 
Art and cultural uses do not necessarily appear and flourish in an arts district 
without concerted efforts to work with property owners, artists and cultural 
organizations to create and use space in the district. The City should look for ways 
to encourage ownership of property by arts organizations and non-profits; to 
incentivize property owners to rent to arts organizations; and to reduce financial 
and other barriers that make it difficult for art and cultural users to have space in 
the arts district. 

Partnerships with arts organizations and non-profits are key to success. 
The City alone cannot energize the Arts District. Artists are the attraction, and the 
City has a role to play in terms of nurturing their success. Partnerships will include 
non-profit community organizations (Vancouver’s Downtown Association); other 
agencies (ArtsWA, Clark County, Port of Vancouver, the National Park); business 
organizations; philanthropic entities and individuals. 

Concentrate the activity.
The Arts District currently covers a large area, and it is not perceptible as a center 
of the arts. By reducing the geographic area of the district, it will be easier to focus 
activities and have the feel of a cultural zone. With success, the boundaries of the 
district can expand. 

Foster a complete ecosystem for the arts.
The Arts District will benefit with spaces where the arts are taught as well as 
showcased. Stores selling art supplies are also welcome uses in an arts district, 
along with offices of arts organizations. Some cities have created incubators with 
affordable studio and exhibit space, or shared office space. Affordable living space 
is also beneficial. Vancouver should also take advantage of potential partnerships 
with the Vancouver School of Arts and Academics, even though it is located 
somewhat north of the district itself.

Possibilities for Expanding Cultural 
Space in the Arts District 
These are examples of how existing City resources could 
be used to expand cultural space. There are a number of 
other opportunities that could be explored.

The Kiggins Theatre is an iconic part of Vancouver’s Arts 
District. There is the potential to have the Kiggins be an 
anchor to a multi-disciplinary arts complex with additional 
performance space, gallery space and classrooms. 

The City owns the 100’ x 100’ lot just east of the Kiggins 
at 11th and Broadway. In addition, 11th Street could be 
partially closed to create more pedestrian space.

Near Evergreen and Broadway is a City-owned 100’ x 
200’ parking lot. It is a good size for a proscenium theatre 
with 300–350 seats. An active public lobby on Evergreen 
would strengthen the link between downtown and Fort 
Vancouver. 

At the south end, on 9th Street, an active storefront could 
include gallery space, with an upper level for shared 
administrative space for cultural organizations, and/or 
studio and classroom space.
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“A vibrant arts community 
not only keeps residents 

and their discretionary 
spending close to home, it also 

attracts visitors who spend money 
and help local businesses thrive. 

Communities that provide a variety of 
artistic and cultural experiences attract 

new dollars from cultural tourists 
and capture the discretionary 

spending of its own residents.
– Arts and Economic Prosperity 

Report IV

Slocum House in Esther Short Park



ELEMENT 3: CULTURAL SPACE
Vancouver Nurturing Vancouver
THE VISION: Vancouver supports the creation of needed space for culture, arts and heritage by encouraging allocation of space in new buildings and making the 
process of adapting older buildings for cultural use as easy as possible. New models for artist- and non-profit ownership are explored.

Action 3.1.1	 Identify potential property in  
		  the heart of the Arts District to  
		  renovate to create a hub for  
		  performing and visual arts

Action 3.1.2	 Work with developers of new 	
		  space to encourage and  
		  incentivize inclusion of 	space  
		  for the performing arts

Action 3.1.3	 Increase partnerships with  
		  Clark College as an institution  
		  and as a location for space for  
		  culture, arts and heritage

Action 3.1.4	 Develop an inventory,  
		  including contact information  
		  and technical specifications,  
		  of performing arts space

Action 3.2.1	 Consider including shared  
		  meeting and commercial  
		  space for culture, arts and  
		  heritage in the renovation/ 
		  reuse plans for the Slocum  
		  House

OBJECTIVE 3.2: Expand space available for the making, teaching and display of art

Action 3.1.5	 Support building of a  
		  performing arts center that  
		  would accommodate large- 
		  scale performances

Action 3.2.2	 Renovate the Post Hospital for  
		  its value as a historic property,  
		  and consider partnerships  
		  that leverage its revenue- 
		  generation potential

OBJECTIVE 3.1: Expand space available for performances, for performing arts rehearsals and classes
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Action 3.3.1	 Consider working with an  
		  organization such as Artspace  
		  to develop artist housing

OBJECTIVE 3.3: Expand affordable living space for artists

Action 3.3.2	 Dedicate a portion of the  
		  Historic Reserve properties  
		  to makers or live/work artist  
		  space at rates that are below  
		  market-rate

Action 3.4.1	 Create a digital 	clearinghouse  
		  for artists seeking space and  
		  property owners and  
		  managers with space to offer,  
		  particularly in downtown, at  
		  the waterfront and at Fort  
		  Vancouver

OBJECTIVE 3.4: Facilitate artists successfully securing available space

Action 3.4.2	 Contract with outside  
		  program with cultural  
		  expertise to complement  
		  City’s Office of Economic  
		  Development’s efforts to build  
		  capacity among artists as  
		  entrepreneurs and  
		  commercial tenants

Action 3.4.3	 Help preserve vulnerable  
		  historic buildings downtown  
		  by encouraging use of the  
		  City’s Adaptive Reuse Program  
		  to make it more economically  
		  feasible
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Expanding Cultural Space
The need for cultural space was a consistent theme in the input for 
the Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan. Desired space includes a variety of 
performance spaces, rehearsal space, studios and exhibition space for 
the visual arts. Artist housing and shared administrative space would 
be beneficial to the local creative community. The most desired space 
is targeted at serving the community of Vancouver itself, with space 
where people can create, learn and share.

A number of successful models were discussed at the Arts of Clark 
County’s September 2017 Arts and Culture Summit, including 
Artspace projects in Seattle, Spaceworks in Tacoma, Beaverton Center 
for the Arts, the Walter Cultural Arts Center in Hillsboro and the Rose 
Center for the Arts in Longview. Vancouver-based organizations 
presenting projects related to space for arts and culture included the 
City, the National Park Service, the Port of Vancouver USA, The Historic 
Trust and the Vancouver School of Arts and Academics. These models 
and partner organizations in Vancouver indicate there are possibilities 
for creating new space for arts and culture in the city. 

Space for the performing arts has particular requirements that make 
it harder to find, with acoustical needs, column-free space and large 
gathering areas. Creating space for arts and culture can be costly, 
and for larger projects, typically needs a combination of strong arts 
organizations, City partnership, and an entity focused on the project. 
The project needs to fill a real need, and have a plan for operational 
stability over the long-term. 

Cities globally have recognized that arts and culture are good 
investments as valuable parts of a rich civic life and as economic 
generators. They are supporting arts and cultural uses in a variety of 
ways, many of which are relevant to Vancouver. Ways that the City of 
Vancouver can be a key partner in the creation and preservation of 
cultural space include:

Reducing barriers to using space
The City can assist cultural space users by making the process as easy 
and affordable as possible. This can build on the client assistance 
programs already in place in the City’s Economic Development 
Department, and can consider flexibility in zoning and building code 
provisions outside of life-safety. If the City wishes to incentivize art 
and cultural uses in the Arts District, for example, they can reduce 
permit fees, or provide technical support to applicants.
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Bringing resources
The City owns a number of properties that may be ideal for arts and cultural 
space uses. Some are existing buildings that are underutilized, such as 
the Slocum House. Others are vacant parcels, such as parking lots along 
Broadway in the Arts District. The use of City property by arts and cultural 
uses needs to be in line with the City’s vision and goals, but when aligned, 
can make critical projects viable. 

Cities can offer other kinds of resources, including grants or earmarked 
funds. Public space improvements can dovetail with cultural spaces, such as 
streetscape improvements or open space development. 

Partnering, convening and connecting
The City’s role is typically not to lead, but to play a supportive role to 
cultural organizations in a variety of ways. Some cities help match 
property owners with cultural organizations looking for space. They can 
bring together groups of property owners, agencies and organizations to 
coordinate efforts for the benefit of all. The City of Vancouver is already 
working with a number of partners, and by focusing on a set of coordinated 
actions through the Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan, aims to effectively 
guide efforts to increase space for creative endeavors as a partner.

The Magenta Theater’s production of “Little Shop of Horrors”  
Photo by Stephanie Roberts
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u  Admission tax
u  Percent for Art Program

u  Cultural Access Program
u  Lodging Tax Grant Program
u  Columbia Arts Center Fund

u  City General Fund
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FUNDING OPTIONS

Expanding access to culture, arts and heritage in Vancouver 
will require additional financial investment by the City beyond 
current spending. Current investments are so limited that the City 

is missing opportunities to leverage philanthropy, private investment 
and other partnership opportunities in the community that could 
help generate resources outside of public spending. 

Specifically, the current City budget provides for less than one full-
time equivalent (FTE) employee for culture and art (0.25 FTE), and one 
FTE for heritage related activities (specifically, Pearson Airport). Should 
the City opt not only to increase spending for basic infrastructure of 
a culture, arts and heritage program, but also to make investments 
in capital, programs and staffing, then new revenue sources will be 
needed.

The revenue options discussed here are those available to the City of 
Vancouver for the implementation of its Culture, Arts and Heritage 
Plan. These options include funds available from existing sources as 
well as new proposed revenue sources that could be adopted by the 
Vancouver City Council or by a vote of the people. 

Admission Tax
An admission tax, commonly referred to as a “ticket tax” is added 
to the ticket price or other charge that attendees pay to enter 
entertainment venues or events. This tax is perceived more like a fee, 
as it is a user-based charge that only affects those using a service. 
Furthermore, there is strong nexus between taxing entertainment 
activities to generate funds to be reinvested in entertainment-type 
uses, including culture, arts and heritage. 

Potential revenue: 	 Approximately $400,000 per year

Method of adoption: 	 Council action

Where used: 		  Tacoma and Spokane
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Percent for Art Program
Percent for art programs designate a small portion (percent set by 
ordinance) of public construction or renovation project budgets to be 
set aside for the purchase, installation and/or maintenance of public 
artwork. This artwork is usually installed on the grounds of the capital 
project. While public projects are what are most commonly subject to 
this program, private development may also be included. 

Percent for art programs are used by states across the country, 
including Washington, as well as by many Pacific Northwest cities. 
According to a policy brief from the National Assembly of State Art 
Agencies, 25 states have active percent for the art programs. While 
this would not be a consistent revenue stream for cultural programs, it 
could place public art throughout the city as public buildings are built 
over time.  If enacted, the City should be mindful of, and mitigate, 
potential inequity created by cultural investments being made in 
neighborhoods already experiencing improvements, rather than in 
neighborhoods that are not.

Potential revenue: 	 Dependent on number and size of public  
			   construction projects

Method of adoption: 	 Council action

Where used: 		  Bellingham, Tacoma and Boise, Idaho

Cultural Access Program
In 2015, the Washington State Legislature granted local governments 
the authority to create a Cultural Access Program to strengthen access 
to cultural, science, and heritage organizations and their activities, 
as well as enhance citizens’ participation in their cultural events and 
programs. The authority was first delegated to counties, but a city 
whose county government declined to use this authority by June 
2017 has the option to pursue a city-only program. This  
deadline has passed and Clark County has not adopted the Cultural 
Access Program. 



Revenue is raised from a 0.1% maximum increase in sales 
tax (or a similarly sized property tax increase) and has to be 
reauthorized every seven years by a vote of the people. Similar 
to the admission tax, the Cultural Access Program can be used 
for a broad range of cultural uses, though investments should 
demonstrate some nexus to educational programs. 

Potential revenue: 	 $3.5–$3.9 million per year

Method of adoption: 	 Council recommendation + vote by  
			   ballot measure

Where used: 		  Not yet used

Lodging Tax Grant Program
A lodging tax, often referred to as a “hotel/motel tax,” charges 
a small fee (percent set by ordinance) on each nightly stay at a 
hotel or motel. The lodging tax has often been used to pay off 
debt from a capital project, with surplus funds used to support 
culture, arts and heritage programs. 

The City of Vancouver currently uses this tool, assessing a 
4% lodging tax. Half of this tax is dedicated to the Vancouver 
Convention Center and Hotel Project for the repayment of the 

bonds. Surplus funds can only be used for tourism-related activities, 
which currently includes a tourism grant program in Vancouver. The 
number and amount of grants vary by year, but will likely increase 
as the bonds are repaid over time. For example, this grant program 
was used to pay for advertising of the Arts of Clark County “Open 
Studios” tour and also funded Phase I (installed) and Phase II (2018) of 
a pedestrian wayfinding sign program for downtown.

Potential revenue: 	 $500,000 in 2018, but variable (could be zero)

Method of adoption: 	 Council action (already in effect in Vancouver)

Where used: 		  Beaverton, Ore. (specifically for Center for  
			   the Arts) and Hillsboro, Ore. (currently 
			   considering)

Columbia Arts Center Fund
The City of Vancouver is uniquely positioned to make an investment 
in a physical project in support of culture, arts and heritage. Due to 
the sale of City-owned property that for a time housed the Columbia 
Arts Center, funds have been set aside for this type of investment. 

Furthermore, those funds are currently earning interest that have 
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grown the fund over time, currently about $1 million in total. These 
dollars are ripe for investment based on the priorities of this Culture, 
Arts and Heritage Plan.

Potential revenue: 	 $1 million one-time (with fund growing by  
			   about $15,000 on an annual basis)

Method of adoption: 	 Council action (funds already raised and need  
			   only to be appropriated)

City General Fund
Including investments in the City’s regular operating budget is 
one of the most important signals any local government can send 
that they understand the value of culture, arts and heritage in their 
community’s local economy and in residents’ quality and of life. In 
cities throughout the Pacific Northwest, general fund dollars are 
used to make the basic investments required to successfully leverage 
philanthropy, private investment and other partnership opportunities 
in the community. Namely, funding staff positions, as well as a 
volunteer culture commission or council. Many cities also tap general 
funds for next-level investments, such as a cultural grant program to 
support local artists.

Bond capacity is an additional funding mechanism that is part of 
the main operation of any city. Like general fund dollars, the use 
of bond debt capacity must be weighed against other priorities of 
government. In Vancouver, there is currently quite a bit of capacity 
for use of this revenue source, but high priority items competing for 
these dollars include fire stations, parks and a new operations center.

Method of adoption: Council action

Where used: Tacoma, Hillsboro, Ore., Beaverton, Ore. and Boise, Idaho
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APPENDIX A

PUBLIC ART
Below is a recommended Public Art Policy for the City of Vancouver. 

Scope		
The policies discussed here cover permanent, outdoor public art 
works to be owned by the City of Vancouver.  The City recognizes that, 
in addition to the permanent, outdoor public art covered by these 
recommendations, there are also temporary and other durational 
art exhibits that we would like to encourage. Those types of exhibits 
would fall under the City’s Art in the Right of Way policy.

The City of Vancouver currently owns a collection of public art, 
primarily located in downtown, uptown, the Fort Vancouver National 
Historic Site and the waterfront. The Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan 
recommends adding to the collection of City-owned public art, with 
the following mechanisms for decision-making and stewardship.

Beyond these policies, the City should coordinate with private entities, 
community organizations, and other agencies in the creation of public 
art in Vancouver. A coordinated effort, based on common goals in the 
Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan, will magnify the efforts of the City for 
the benefit of the people of Vancouver.

Criteria	

Public art should be:

•   based on the vision and goals in Vancouver’s Culture, Arts  
    and Heritage Plan;
•   high in artistic quality;
•   diverse, but connected through “telling the story”  
    of Vancouver’s people and place; history, cultures and  
    aspirations; and
•   considered as part of a cohesive set of art works.

		
Locations	

VIEW MAP HERE: www.cityofvancouver.us/PublicArtMap

Public art should be located to:

•   make Vancouver’s identity and commitment to culture, art  
    and heritage visible;
•   help define the Arts District; and
•   promote connections between downtown / Fort  
    Vancouver/ waterfront.

Funding
Funds should be secured, at a minimum, for the maintenance of 
existing public art. In addition, funding for the arts should include new 
pieces to be commissioned on a regular basis. Options include using 
a portion of funds generated from admission taxes, the lodging tax 
grant program, interest from the Columbia Art Center Fund, revenue 
raised from bonds, and the City’s general fund.  Additionally, we 
recommend exploration of a 1% for art program so that public art 
is included in civic buildings. While this is not a consistent revenue 
stream, it will add public art throughout the city as civic buildings are 
built over time. 

Process
Public Art Committee

The Cultural Commission will appoint a Public Art Committee to review 
and make recommendations to the Cultural Commission on proposed 
donations, acquisitions, relocations or deaccession of City-owned 
public art. The Public Art Committee should be five members, and may 
include members outside of the Cultural Commission. The Public Art 
Committee will include, at a minimum, one professional artist.  

Donations and Acquisitions

For donated and acquired pieces, the work would need to be 1) 
aligned with the goals of the City’s Culture, Arts and Heritage Plan; 
2) of high artistic merit; 3) compatible with the needs of the City’s 
collection; and 4) durable and low maintenance. For donated or 
acquired pieces, the Public Art Committee will work with City staff 
to make a recommendation on the location of the piece, where 
appropriate. 
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Relocation or Deaccession

If public art now in the City’s collection is found to be inappropriate 
to the City’s goals for culture, arts and heritage, or problematic in 
terms of safety, maintenance or other concerns, the public art may be 
considered for relocation or removal from the collection.

The Public Art Committee will review the need for relocation or 
deaccession in terms of the City’s overall goals, the collection of public 
art as a whole and cost issues.  In cases of relocation or deaccession, 
the committee will contact the artist of the work where possible and 
take their input into consideration.

For pieces to be relocated, the Public Art Committee will recommend 
a new location. For pieces to be removed from the City collection, the 
Public Art Committee will make a recommendation on documenting 
the work and the most respectful manner of transferring the piece 
back to the artist, selling the work, or if no other option is available, 
destroying the work.

Commissioning of New Work

Artist selection process:

When the City wishes to commission a new work of public art, and 
funds for the work are identified, City staff will work with the Public 
Art Committee to establish an Artist Selection Panel specific to the 
commissioned work. 

The Artist Selection Panel will be coordinated by City staff, and 
will include at least one member of the Cultural Commission and 
one member of the Public Art Committee. A stakeholder from the 
neighborhood where the art is to be placed is also recommended. At 
least one member of the Artist Selection Panel will be a professional 
artist. 

City staff will work with the Public Art Committee to write a Request for 
Qualifications (RFQ), including a description of the project, eligibility 
parameters, a budget and timeline, submission requirements and 
any other specifics of the project. The RFQ may be publicized by the 
City of Vancouver, or posted on a site such as CaFÈ, CallForArtists.org, 

etc. Artists will submit a letter of interest, resume and work samples 
relevant to the project. 

The Artist Selection Panel will review the submissions, and reduce 
the applicant pool to a short list of finalists for interviews. An artist 
can be selected after the interviews. Alternatively, the process may 
have the finalists submit proposals for the project in order to be 
better understand the artistic direction. The artists will create better 
proposals if they can spend the time understanding the community 
and context of the work. This may be appropriate for a highly visible 
project.

In some cases, artists may be selected through an invitational list of 
recommended artists, particularly if there are specific aspects of the 
project that require a targeted discipline or expertise. 

The recommendation for the selected artist will be presented to 
the Public Art Committee and the Cultural Commission, including a 
description of the process.  

Public Input
Meetings of the Public Art Committee and the Cultural Commission 
will be open to the public, and efforts will be made by the City to notify 
affected parties and the general public of meeting time and place, and 
key agenda items.

Approvals
Based on the work of the Public Art Committee, the Cultural 
Commission will make recommendations to the City Council  
for approval.

Maintenance
The City is responsible for the maintenance of the public artworks, 
including routine inspection and care for artwork, such as cleaning and 
applying protective surface coatings as needed. In the case of aging, 
flaws, or vandalism, a reasonable effort will be made within funds 
available to return artwork to its original condition and integrity.  
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APPENDIX B

CULTURAL COMMISSION
Below are recommendations for revising the scope of the 
Cultural Commission.

Role & Authority
The purpose of the Cultural Commission as stated in Vancouver 
Municipal Code (VMC Section 2.88) reflects a volunteer-driven 
culture, arts and heritage program with little to no dedicated 
staff at the City. As such, tremendous responsibility is put on 
the shoulders of volunteers who lack the time and resources to 
execute what have been very ambitious plans in the past. 

In comparable cities that have invested in professional staff for 
culture, arts and heritage, much of the responsibilities bestowed 
upon volunteers in Vancouver’s municipal code is reserved for 
staff. 

This plan recommends that the purpose of the Cultural 
Commission be updated in municipal code to focus broadly on 
growing support and awareness of culture, arts and heritage 
across the city generally in an advisory role, and limit specific 
responsibilities and decision making to two critical programs.

First, the Cultural Commission should direct a restored Cultural 
Grant Program, helping to define grant criteria, and awarding 
grants to recipients (subject to availability of funds). 

Second, the commission should appoint a Public Art Committee, 
which may include Cultural Commission members, to review 
and make recommendations to the Cultural Commission on 
proposed donations, acquisitions, relocations or deaccession of 
City-owned public art. 

Meeting Frequency
Similar to the current scope of purpose of the Cultural 
Commission, the meeting frequency requirements reflect a 

volunteer-only culture, arts and heritage program at the City. 
Current code stipulates that the Cultural Commission must meet 
at least monthly. 

This plan recommends, instead, that minimum meeting 
frequency be set at quarterly to allow participation by some 
of the City’s busiest, but most effective advocates, and retain 
the language that allows the commission to hold additional 
meetings it determines necessary or desirable. 

Composition & Service Terms
The Cultural Commission is currently set at 11 members in 
municipal code, and appoints members to three-year terms, 
with shortened one- and two-year terms for some members for 
initial appointments to the commission to achieve staggered 
terms over time. 

This plan recommends that these terms of service, and 
staggered terms, should remain in place, as they are generally 
aligned with best practices in non-profit board service, which 
also typically comprises volunteer members. 

Looking to comparable cities with successful culture, arts and 
heritage programs, there was no particular size of commission 
that was deemed more effective than another. Therefore, 
this plan recommends the size of this commission be set at a 
maximum number, rather than a set number, to allow flexibility 
in appointments should the mayor and City Council deem that 
the Cultural Commission is effective at a size smaller than 11. 

Nowhere in current code does it indicate that members must 
represent specific constituencies within the culture, arts and 
heritage disciplines, and this plan recommends that remain the 
same.

Nearby cities with successful programs indicated that members 
do not represent specific constituencies and instead advocate 



on behalf of the entire cultural community. 

Selection & Removal 
Members of the Cultural Commission are appointed by the 
mayor, subject to confirmation by the City Council in current 
code. This approach solicits the interest and support of both the 
legislative and executive branch, though it could also provide 
a forum for disagreement if the mayor and council are not 
aligned. 

Comparable cities had a mixed approach to appointment; in 
some cities, the mayor made these appointments, in other it 
was left to the council. 

The plan recommends changing this selection process to award 
the responsibility to one or the other, but not both, branches of 
government. This recommendation is rooted not so much in the 
appointment of members, but in the removal of them.

This plan recommends that current code for removal of 
members be changed. Current code stipulates that Cultural 
Commission members may only be removed for 1) misconduct; 
or 2) missing more than three meetings. 

Comparable cities instead have members of their commission 
serve as the pleasure of the mayor or council (whoever 
appoints). This allows the City to be nimble in responding to 
ineffective members, ensuring the most effective commission 
possible to support the City’s broader goals of growing support 
and awareness of culture, arts and heritage across the city.
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#3 

STAFF REPORT NO. 052-18 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council           DATE:  4/16/2018 
FROM: Eric Holmes, City Manager      5/21/2018 
            
 
Subject: Street vacation of approximately 2,303 square feet of partially improved alley right-of-
way associated with the alley connecting Washington Street and Main Street, located between 
West 27th and West 28th Streets. 
 
Key Points: 
· Right-of-way vacation of approximately 2,303 square feet of partially improved alley right-

of-way associated with the alley connecting Washington Street and Main Street, located 
between West 27th and West 28th Streets; 

· There are existing utilities within the proposed vacation area;  
· Staff recommends full compensation be required for the vacated area. 
 
Objective: To grant a street vacation for a portion of partially improved alley right-of-way 
associated with the alley connecting Washington Street and Main Street, located between West 
27th and West 28th Streets. 
 
Present Situation: Staff has received a request from the Kessid Church to vacate a portion of 
partially improved alley right-of-way associated with the alley connecting Washington Street and 
Main Street, located between West 27th and West 28th Streets.  The right-of-way is specifically 
located within Block 3 of “Steel’s Addition,” in the Southeast Quarter of Section 22, Township 2 
North, Range 1 East, Willamette Meridian. 
 
The pending site improvements on the applicant’s properties will include construction of an 
ADA-compliant elevator enclosure on the external face of the existing church building.  The 
applicant’s architect explored all location options for the elevator and concluded that the only 
viable location is on the south face of the building, immediately adjacent to the alley. The 
elevator enclosure will extend into the alley right-of-way, thus requiring the proposed right-of-
way vacation. 
 
The alley right-of-way currently provides secondary property access and public vehicular 
circulation between Washington Street and Main Street.  The west segment of this alley provides 
rear property access to two (2) existing residential lots with single-family homes (2701 and 2711 
Washington Street).  This segment of the alley right-of-way will not be vacated, and will remain 
unchanged.   
 
The portion of the alley right-of-way to be vacated begins approximately 150 feet east of 
Washington Street and extends approximately 155 feet westward to Main Street.  This right-of-
way contains approximately 15 feet of paved alley surface, an 8-inch sewer main, and a 2-inch 
water main.   
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Six (6) parcels adjoin the right-of-way to be vacated.  All of these adjoining parcels are owned 
by the applicant.  Pursuant to VMC 11.05.130, the property associated with a vacated street shall 
belong to the abutting property owners, one-half to each.  Since the applicant owns all adjoining 
parcels, the entirety of the right-of-way to be vacated will be transferred to the applicant. 
 
In addition to the elevator enclosure described above, the pending site improvements on the 
applicant’s properties will include construction of new parking areas and associated vehicular 
circulation aisles. The proposed circulation aisle on the north side of the block will connect to the 
dead-end of the remaining alley right-of-way to provide vehicular connectivity to West 28th 
Street.  In addition to normal vehicular traffic, this connection will accommodate trash collection 
trucks and may also be used as a secondary emergency access corridor.  The design of the 
proposed circulation corridor has been reviewed and approved by the Fire Department and the 
Solid Waste Division. A public access easement is being provided to protect the proposed 
circulation connection.   
 
Finally, staff has reviewed the City’s Transportation Systems Plan and determined there is no 
future need for this portion of alley right-of-way.  Therefore, vacation of this alley right-of-way 
will have no adverse impact on the City’s transportation assets.  
 
Staff has contacted all utility owners with facilities potentially located within the subject area. 
The City of Vancouver has utilities within the area of the proposed vacation, including a 2-inch 
water main and an 8-inch sewer main.  As part of the pending site improvements, the applicant 
will be required to abandon the 2-inch water main and move the 8-inch sewer main. The 
applicant will reconnect water services to the affected properties as part of the pending site 
improvements, at the direction of the Water Engineering Division. The applicant will also 
reconstruct the existing sewer main in a new alignment and dedicate a public utility easement for 
the construction, repair and maintenance of the new sewer main. There are no other utilities 
requiring an easement within the area to be vacated. 
 
RCW 35.79.030 and VMC 11.05.120 stipulate provisions for the City to collect compensation 
for the value of public right-of-way that is vacated. An analysis of the County Assessor’s records 
for properties in the immediate vicinity of the proposed vacation area resulted in an estimated 
property value equal to $17.56 per square foot.  The total area of the proposed vacation is 2,303 
square feet. This results in a total estimated property value equal to $40,440. 
 
As previously noted, the right-of-way has historically been used to provide public street 
connectivity and utility services to the immediate area.  The alley has been part of a dedicated 
public right-of-way for 25 years or more, and the vacated area will be utilized by the applicant 
for expansion of their current use. Therefore, staff recommends the imposition of compensation 
equal to 100% of the total estimated property value, which is equal to $40,440.  This sum shall 
be remitted to the City prior to the right-of-way vacation becoming effective. 
 
Advantage(s):  
1. Allows the vacated property to be placed on the tax rolls.  
2. Allows the applicants to maximize use of the abutting property. 
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3. Facilitates development of an existing property.  
 
Disadvantage(s): No known disadvantages.  
 
Budget Impact: Any revenue associated with the compensation received for the vacated right-
of-way will be deposited into the City of Vancouver’s transportation fund.  
 
Prior Council Review: None 
 
Action Requested:  
1. On April 16, 2018, adopt a resolution of intent to vacate a portion of public alley right-of-

way associated with the alley connecting Washington Street and Main Street, located 
between West 27th and West 28th Streets, located within Block 3 of “Steel’s Addition,” in the 
Southeast Quarter of Section 22, Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Willamette Meridian, and 
approve ordinance on first reading, setting the date of public hearing for Monday, May 21, 
2018. 

2. On May 21, 2018, subject to second reading and public hearing, approve the ordinance. 
 
Attachments: 

· Exhibit A – Legal Description 
· Exhibit B – Site Map Exhibit 
· Exhibit C – Overall Vicinity Map 
· Resolution 
· Ordinance 
· Property Value Analysis Memo 
· Public Sewer Easement Legal Desc. & Exhibit 

 

To request other formats, please contact: 
City Manager’s Office 
(360) 487-8600 | WA Relay: 711 
Amanda.Delapena@cityofvancouver.us 
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RESOLUTION NO. ______ 

A RESOLUTION fixing May 21, 2018 as the date for a public hearing on a proposal to 

vacate a portion of a public right-of-way associated with the alley connecting Washington Street 

and Main Street, between West 27th and West 28th Streets, located within Block 3 of “Steel’s 

Addition,” in the Southeast Quarter of Section 22, Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Willamette 

Meridian, City of Vancouver, Clark County, Washington.  

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF VANCOUVER: 

Section 1. As recommended in SR-_________________, City Council, pursuant to VMC 

11.05.040 and RCW 35.79.010, hereby initiates procedures to vacate a portion of the right-of-

way of the alley connecting Washington Street and Main Street, between West 27th and West 

28th Streets.    

Section 2. The legal description and Map Exhibit of the street area proposed to be vacated 

are attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibits “A” and “B”.  

Section 3. On May 21, 2018 at the hour of 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers in City 

Hall, 415 West 6th Street, Vancouver, Washington, is fixed as the time and place for public 

hearing on said proposed street vacation.  

Section 4. The City Clerk shall give notice of the pendency of said proposal and time and 

place of hearing, as required by VMC 11.05.060 and RCW 35.79.020. 

 

 

 

 



ADOPTED at regular session of the Council of the City of Vancouver, this __________ 

day of __________________________, 2018. 

        ___________________________ 
        Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor 
 
 
Attest:        Approved as to form: 
 
 
________________________________   ____________________________ 
Natasha Ramras, City Clerk     E. Bronson Potter, City Attorney 
By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

AN ORDINANCE vacating a portion of the right-of-way associated with the alley 

connecting Washington Street and Main Street, between West 27th and West 28th Streets, 

located within Block 3 of “Steel’s Addition,” in the Southeast Quarter of Section 22, 

Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Willamette Meridian, City of Vancouver, Clark County, 

Washington; providing for an effective date. 

 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF VANCOUVER: 

 Section 1. City Council initiated a vacation proceeding for a portion of the public 

right-of-way associated with the alley connecting Washington Street and Main Street, between 

West 27th and West 28th Streets, located within Block 3 of “Steel’s Addition,” in the 

Southeast Quarter of Section 22, Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Willamette Meridian, City 

of Vancouver, Clark County, Washington.  As recommended by Staff Report No. 

_____________, Council adopted Resolution M-_________ and set the date of public hearing 

for May 21, 2018 at 7:00 p.m.  The City Clerk caused the notices of the public hearing to be 

posted and published as required by law. 

 At the time and place set for hearing, the hearing was held. City Council considered 

the reports and information provided at the public hearing and found that: 

 1. A vacation of the right-of-way will better serve the public; 
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 2. The right-of-way is not currently no longer needed for public access and 

changes are not likely to occur in the future requiring the need for the right of way; and  

 3. There are no objections to the vacation sufficient to deny its approval.  

Based on the foregoing, the City Council determined to vacate the property as described in 

Section 2 of this ordinance subject to the following:  

 A. The City has contacted utility owners and found that all public utility facilities 

within the area of right-of-way to be vacated will be moved from the right-of-way and 

protected with separate easements.  Therefore, the City will not retain any easements under or 

over any portion of the vacated area.  

 B. The area of right-of-way to be vacated consists of approximately 2,303 square 

feet.  

 C. RCW 35.79.030 and VMC 11.05.120 stipulate provisions for the City to 

collect compensation for the value of public right-of-way that is vacated. An analysis of the 

County Assessor’s records for properties adjacent to the proposed vacation area resulted in an 

estimated property value equal to $17.56 per square foot.  The total area of the proposed 

vacation is 2,303 square feet. This results in a total estimated property value equal to $40,440.  

Prior to the effective date of this ordinance, the applicant shall remit $40,440 to the City as 

compensation for the vacated property. 

 Section 2. The following street area to be vacated is described herein in the legal 

description and map exhibit attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibits “A” and “B”.  

 Section 3. Effective date. This ordinance shall go into effect five days after the 

applicant has fulfilled the requirements stipulated in Section 1.C of this ordinance.   
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Read first time: 

Ayes:  Councilmembers 

Nays:  Councilmembers 

Absent: Councilmembers 
 
Read second time: 
 
PASSED by the following vote: 

Ayes:  Councilmembers 

Nays:  Councilmembers 

Absent: Councilmembers 

  

 SIGNED this ______ day  of ___________________, 2018. 

 

 
        ________________________ 
        Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Natasha Ramras, City Clerk 
By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
______________________________ 
E. Bronson Potter, City Attorney 
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SUMMARY 

ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

AN ORDINANCE vacating a portion of the right-of-way associated with the alley 

connecting Washington Street and Main Street, between West 27th and West 28th Streets, 

located within Block 3 of “Steel’s Addition,” in the Southeast Quarter of Section 22, 

Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Willamette Meridian, City of Vancouver, Clark County, 

Washington; providing for an effective date. 

The full text of this ordinance will be mailed upon request. Contact Raelyn McJilton, 

Records Officer at 487-8711, or via www.cityofvancouver.us (Go to City Government and 

Public Records). 
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DATE:  March 27, 2018 
 
TO:  File – Kessid Church alley Right-of-Way Vacation 
 
FROM:  Eric Hahn, P.E. – Transportation Development Review 
 
SUBJECT: Property Value Analysis and Compensation Review 
 

 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the analysis completed by staff to determine property 
values and compensation requirements for the proposed vacation of a public street right-of-way 
associated with the alley located at the Kessid Church property. RCW 35.79.030 and VMC 11.05.120 
stipulate provisions for the City to collect compensation for the value of public right-of-way that is vacated.  
 
An analysis of the County Assessor’s records for properties adjacent to the proposed vacation area 
resulted in an estimated property value equal to $17.56 per square foot.  The analysis is as follows: 
 

Parcel No.  Parcel Size (SF) 
Current Assessed Value 

(Land Value)  Cost/SF 

9940000  10,700  $128,400  $12.00 

9950000  5,212  $62,500  $11.99 

9960000  5,062  $60,700  $11.99 

9970000  5,000  $118,369  $23.67 

9980000  5,000  $114,950  $22.99 

9508000  5,096  $61,200  $12.01 

9506000  5,000  $60,000  $12.00 

9504000  4,994  $114,844  $23.00 

9500000  5,000  $114,950  $22.99 

9465000  5,000  $114,950  $22.99 

Average Cost/SF  $17.56 
 
The total area of the proposed vacation is 2,303 square feet. At full value, this results in a total estimated 
property value equal to $40,440.  
 
The right-of-way has historically been used to provide public street connectivity and utility services to the 
immediate area.  The City has provided minimal maintenance of this alley right-of-way, most of the paving 
and maintenance has been performed by the applicant.  However, the alley has been part of a dedicated 
public right of way for 25 years or more.  Therefore, staff recommends the imposition of compensation 

MEMORANDUM 



equal to 100% of the total estimated property value, which is equal to $40,440.  This sum shall be 
remitted to the City prior to the right-of-way vacation becoming effective. 
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March 21, 2018 

EXHIBIT “_” 

SEWER EASEMENT 

A 15.00 foot-wide sewer easement in a portion of Block 3, “Steel’s Addition”, Volume 
“B” of Plats, page 41,and a portion of Block 6, “Bacon Place”, Volume “B” of Plats, 
page 23, Clark County, Auditor’s Records, in a portion of the Southeast quarter of 
Section 22, Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Willamette Meridian, City of Vancouver, 
Clark County, Washington, described as follows: 

Beginning at a 1/2” iron rod with a yellow plastic cap stamped “Renton 37535” set to 
mark the Northwest corner of said Block 3, as shown in Book 65 of Surveys, page 104, 
Clark County Auditor’s Records; 

Thence South 02°05°37” West, along the West line of said Block 3 as shown in 
said survey, for a distance of 114.72 feet to the South line of a 15.00-foot-wide 
alley; 

Thence South 87°50°15” East along said South line, for a distance of 118.78 feet 
to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; 

Thence leaving said South line South 13°47°23” East, for a distance of 23.96 feet; 

Thence South 87°43°53” East, for a distance of 124.51 feet; 

Thence North 63°31°10” East, for a distance of 36.54 feet, more or less to the 
Westerly Right-of-Way line of Main Street;  

Thence North 20°18°23” east along said Westerly line, for a distance of 21.91 
feet; 

Thence leaving said Westerly line South 63°31°10” West, for a distance of 48.67 
feet; 
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Thence North 87°43°53” West, for a distance of 109.38 feet; 
 
Thence North 13°47°23” West, for a distance of 14.21; 
 
Thence South 02°12°16” West, for a distance of 5.60 feet to the South line of said 
15.00-foot-wide alley; 
 
Thence North 87°50°15” West along said South line, for a distance of 14.00 feet 
to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

 
 



03/21/18






















	00_Minutes_April 2, 2018
	Pledge of Allegiance
	Call to Order and Roll Call
	Approval of Minutes of March 12, 2018
	Approval of Minutes of March 19, 2018
	Proclamation: Arbor Day 2018
	Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read and presented a proclamation to Charles Ray, Urban Forester, and Melissa Johnston, Urban Forestry Commissioner, proclaiming April 11, 2018, as Arbor Day and April as Arbor Month.
	Proclamation: National Service Corps Recognition Day
	Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read and presented a proclamation to Marcia Hale, representing Volunteer Connections, proclaiming April 3, 2018, as National Service Corps Recognition Day.
	Proclamation: National Child Abuse Prevention Month
	Mayor McEnerny-Ogle read and presented a proclamation to Amy Russell, Executive Director of the Children’s Justice Center, proclaiming April 2018 as National Child Abuse Prevention Month.

	00_Minutes_March 26, 2018
	Pledge of Allegiance
	Call to Order and Roll Call

	00_WS1_CREDC Update
	00_WS1_Greater Portland Inc Update
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23

	00_WS2A_presentation_Fire CRT Update
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16

	00_WS2B_CRT Report
	INTRODUCTION
	2017/2018 Community Resource Team
	Membership and Operations
	Charter


	2012 INITIATIVES
	Figure 1. Rapid Response Vehicle
	Figure 2. New Station 1
	Figure 3. VFD Service Area (full-size map available in Exhibit B)
	Fire Department Costs and Revenues

	2017/2018 INITIATIVES
	Capital Initiatives
	Fire Prevention Initiatives
	Figure 4. Fire Damage with and without Fire Sprinklers
	Figure 5. Residential Structure Fires (full-size image available in Exhibit B)

	Operating Initiatives
	Figure 6. Vancouver Population, Call Volume, and VFD Staffing  (full-size image available in Exhibit B)

	2017/2018 Long-Term Considerations

	CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS
	Exhibit A – CRT Charter (8 September 2017)
	Community Resource Team Purpose
	Role and Responsibilities
	Community Resource Team
	City and Fire Department Staff

	Guiding Principles
	Operating Procedures
	Facilitation Team Contact Information

	Exhibit B – Figures
	Figure 3. VFD Service Area
	Figure 5. Residential Structure Fires
	Figure 6. Vancouver Population, Call Volume, and VFD Staffing


	00_WS3_Grand Blvd Day Center
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23

	00_WS4_ Memo_5th Plain Creek Annexation Rezone
	Additional Narrative Regarding Commercial Area
	Public comment
	From: Dale BRandenburg [mailto:dhbrandenburg@comcast.net]  Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:19 PM To: Snodgrass, Bryan Subject: 5th Plain Creek Station - Tax Lot 159108000

	00_WS4_ Memo_Domestic Animals
	00_WS4_ presentation_5th Plain Creek Annexation Rezone
	00_WS4_ presentation_Domestic Animals
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10

	01_SR050-18_Vancouver Tennis Center Reroof Project Bid Award
	Staff_Report 4-16-18 - Vancouver Tennis Center Reroof (3)
	Contract
	11. Ownership of Records and Documents – Public Disclosure:  All materials, writings and products produced by the Contractor in the course of performing this Contract shall immediately become the property of the City.  In consideration of the compensa...
	13. Jurisdiction/Venue: In the event that any litigation should arise concerning the construction or interpretation of any of the terms of this Agreement, the venue of such action of litigation shall be in the Superior Court of the State of Washington...
	14. Assignment:  This Contract is binding on each party, its successors, assigns, and legal representatives and may not, under any circumstances, be assigned or transferred by either party without express written authorization.
	15. Termination for Convenience:  The City, at its sole discretion, may terminate this Contract for convenience at any time for any reason deemed appropriate. Termination is effective immediately upon notice of termination given by the City.
	LABOR AND MATERIALS PAYMENT BOND
	PERFORMANCE BOND


	02_SR051-18_Adoption of Culture Arts and Heritage Plan
	Staff Report- CAH Plan Adoption- 4-16-2018
	02_SR051-18_Adoption of Culture Arts and Heritage Plan
	Resolution-CAH Plan- 4-16-2018
	RESOLUTION NO. M- [Resolution Number]



	02A__Culture Arts and Heritage Plan
	03_SR052-18_Kessid Church ROW Vacation
	Kessid Church alley vacation - Staff Report
	Attachments:

	03_SR052-18_Kessid Church ROW Vacation
	Kessid Church alley vacation - Exhibit A - Legal Desc
	Kessid Church alley vacation - Exhibit B - Drawing
	Kessid Church alley vacation - Exhibit C- Vicinity 200
	Kessid Church alley vacation - Resolution
	RESOLUTION NO. ______
	Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor
	Natasha Ramras, City Clerk     E. Bronson Potter, City Attorney
	By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk

	Kessid Church alley vacation - Ordinance
	ORDINANCE NO. ________
	BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF VANCOUVER:
	SIGNED this ______ day  of ___________________, 2018.
	Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Mayor
	Natasha Ramras, City Clerk
	By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk
	SUMMARY
	ORDINANCE NO. ________

	Kessid Church alley vacation - Property Value Analysis
	Public Sewer Esmt - Legal and Exhibit
	SEWER_EASEMENT
	17256EX4



	04_04.16.18 claims



