
Planning Commission Agenda – September 10, 2019, 4 pm 
City Hall Council Chambers, 415 W. Sixth Street 

REGULAR MEETING – 4 PM 
ITEM BRIEF DESCRIPTION OR ACTION TO BE TAKEN 
Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 
Roll Call 
Approval of Minutes July 23, 2019; August 13, 2019 
Communications from Citizens See below. 
Communications from Chair and Staff 

WORKSHOP 
ITEM STAFF PRESENTING 
Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Map 
and Text Changes 

Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner 

Park Impact Fee Rate Amendment 
Workshop 

Monica Tubberville, Parks Planner; Julie Hannon, Parks 
and Recreation Director; Bryan Snodgrass Principal 
Planner 

Break (6-6:30) 

Self-Storage Moratorium Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner and Cayla Cothron, 
Associate Planner 

Citizen Communications 

This is the place on the agenda where the public is invited to speak regarding any issue.  Each speaker is 
requested to fill out a pre-printed testimony card (provided at the meeting entrance) with their 
name/address and matter to be discussed. They are also asked to sit at the table at the place marked 
“Citizen Testimony” and give their name and city of residence for the audio record. Please notify the Staff 
Assistant if you are unable to sit at the table to give your testimony and wish to have a wireless 
microphone provided to you.  Citizens testifying are asked to limit testimony to three minutes. 

City Hall is served by C-TRAN.  Route information and schedules are available online at www.c-tran.com. You 
also may reach C-TRAN at (360) 695-0123 for more information on times, fares, and routes.  
Anyone needing language interpretation services or accommodations with a disability may contact Kirsten Hull 
at (360)487-7813 (Voice/TTY 487-8602). Assistive listening devices are available for the deaf, hard of 
hearing and general public use. Please notify a staff person if you wish to use one of the devices. Every 
attempt at reasonable accommodation will be made. To request this agenda in another format, please also 
contact the phone numbers listed above.  
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July 23, 2019 

REGULAR MEETING   
Vancouver City Hall - 415 W. Sixth Street, Vancouver WA 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
The July 23, 2019 meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 5:00 p.m. by Chair Ledell in 
the Council Chambers of City Hall, 415 W. Sixth Street, Vancouver, Washington.  
 
Present: Marjorie Ledell, Jim Atkins, Audrey Mattoon, Jack Harroun, Larry Blaufus and Zachary 

Pyle 
Absent: Steve Schulte 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
Motion by Mattoon, seconded by Harroun, and carried unanimously to approve the minutes from July 9, 
2019. Commissioner Atkins abstained.  
 
EXCUSAL OF ABSENSE  
Motion by Mattoon, seconded by Atkins, and carried unanimously to excuse the absence of Steve 
Schulte. 

WORKSHOPS  
 
5 P.M.  HOUSING OPTIONS PHASE I 

Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner 
 

Summary 
Staff presented a review of potential zoning code changes to increase housing options. In late 2018, staff 
brought these concepts before City Council, and recommended a process that includes two phases.  
 
Phase I, to be completed this year, includes adjustments to existing standards or adoption of new 
standards for the following:  

• A new single family zoning district (R-17) with lot sizes between 2,500 and 5,000 square feet 
• A new multifamily zoning district (R-50) 
• Standards for cottage housing  
• Adjustments to the current ADU standards to increase non-conforming garage eligibility 
• An education program to promote housing “visitability” as a way of facilitating aging-in-place 
• Removal of the live-in caretaker requirement for Single Room Occupancy housing 

http://www.cityofvancouver.us/
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The proposed R-17 district would allow single-family housing to be built at densities higher than the 
current single-family code allows. These standards would increase flexibility for lot coverage and width 
relative to existing SFR standards, encourage the use of alleys where possible, limit garage door widths, 
require a visible front door, and limit repetition of housing form. Feedback received from developers and 
builders indicated that there was general support for a new SFR zone but a concern that garage width 
limits and front entry requirements could prohibit popular housing products, which had the potential to 
increase project holding costs and thus home prices.  
 
The proposed R-50 district would allow apartments of up to 50 units per acre, and would increase 
maximum lot coverage and building height limits. Parking requirements would be decreased to one 
space per unit to be consistent with existing requirements for Single Family Residential (SFR) districts. In 
areas with frequent transit service, parking requirements could be decreased to 0.75 per unit, consistent 
with recent changes to state law concerning affordable housing. Feedback received from developers and 
builders indicated that there was general support for a new MFR zone, but that building to this density 
would be challenging without some adjustment to current parking requirements in multi-family zones, 
and that it is difficult to make recommendations on this component of the project without evaluating 
specific sites.  
 
The proposed cottage housing standards would allow clusters of cottages grouped around a common 
open space in single-family residential zones at densities greater than the underlying zone. Cottages 
would be limited to 1600 square feet (sf) and 25 feet in height and densities would be limited to no more 
than double what is allowed by the underlying zone.  
 
Specific code amendments will be provided in advance of the Planning Commission hearing scheduled for 
September 10. 
 
Commission Discussion  
Commissioner Harroun expressed concern that with the smallest house and lot sizes, adhering to some 
of the dimensions or ratios called for in the code would yield smaller than standard dimensions for 
garage doors, ceiling heights, and roof pitches and that those elements could increase costs.  
Commissioner Pyle suggested that limits on housing repetition could be addressed by setting caps on 
percentage of structures with identical floor plans in a development. Chair Ledell expressed concern 
that increased density can appear on the surface as reduced open space and a more crowded 
transportation system. She encouraged staff to engage the community by providing education about 
Vancouver’s growth and increasing density and gather their feedback on these changes. Commissioner 
Atkins suggested that the City initiate these zoning changes in select locations as a pilot and use the 
feedback garnered from the changes to specific parcels as a tool to refine the code changes before they 
are mapped more broadly through a planned update to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, which is 
currently scheduled for 2022.  
 
CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 
Glen Young, Vancouver resident, gave several suggestions for code modifications related to the Housing 
Options Project, including: 

• To implement the proposed requirements on streetfront functions in R-17 in a manner similar to 
energy credits, where each element is optional but not required, in order to prevent increased 
costs 
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• To remove the requirement for a tree removal permit in R-9 zones on the grounds that the 
likelihood of property subdivision is low 

• To allow overhangs into the 5 ft setback area on second story ADUs 
• To provide City-approved plans for detached ADUs at no cost to residents 
• To create a tax abatement program for ADUs similar to the Multi-Family Tax Exemption program 

 
 
6:30 P.M. PARK OVERLAY SERVICE AREAS HEARING 

Monica Tubberville, Parks Planner and Julie Hannon, Parks and Recreation Director 
 
Summary 
Staff presented an overview of proposed amendments to VMC Section 20.915.030 Park Overlay Service 
Areas. Notable service area gaps have developed as population increases have driven an increase in 
residential densities and a decrease in available land. Park Overlay Service Areas would allow for system 
improvements to serve more than one district, or the acquisition and development of park properties 
outside city limits if still within established service areas for city neighborhoods. Existing city code 
includes provisions for service area overlays but they are currently only utilized by Transportation Impact 
Fees. The adoption of Park Overlay Service Areas would allow for the utilization of Park Impact Fees (PIF) 
funds outside of city limits when no reasonable options within city limits are available, but would not 
collect fees from areas outside of city limits, create new park districts, or modify the fee rates 
themselves. Amendments to the PIF Technical Document and the adoption of Cross Boundary Service 
Area Overlay Agreements with Clark County and the City of Camas would be necessary to support this 
approach.  
 
Staff Findings 
Staff found that this approach would be consistent with applicable provisions in the Growth 
Management Act, Vancouver Comprehensive Plan, Vancouver Strategic Plan, and precedents in the prior 
use of Park Impact Fees outside city limits and outside park districts. 
 
Public Testimony 
Chair Ledell opened the floor for public testimony and receiving none, closed public testimony.  
 
Commission Deliberation 
Commissioner Blaufus asked for clarification regarding the evaluation of reasonable park site 
alternatives outside of City limits. Staff summarized their evaluation criteria, stating that they look for 
locations that can meet the needs of the particular area, provide adequate access, and do not have an 
excessive amount of critical areas.  
 
The Planning Commission expressed their support of the park overlay service area policy, stating that 
collaboration between jurisdictions benefits the residents who live on the outer edges of the city, and is 
a positive strategy for the community as a whole. Several Commissioners noted that many residents do 
not know the precise jurisdictional boundaries surrounding their home, but nonetheless experience the 
effects of lacking parks and open space. It was agreed that Park Overlay Service areas would be an 
effective means to leverage resources in order to better serve the community. There was concern that 
the City may end up in an undesirable situation if those partnerships fail, but the Commission agreed 
that safeguarding against this can be adequately addressed by staff through the implementation 
process, and should not preclude the policy as a whole. Chair Ledell noted that Park Overlay Service 
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Areas protect open space in a rapidly growing city and that residents on the outer edge of Vancouver 
will benefit from both increased access to the open space itself as well as greater inclusion in the City’s 
efforts related to the improvement and enhancement of the overall park system.  
 
Commissioner Atkins thanked staff for addressing his questions from the prior workshops, stating that 
while he was initially opposed to spending PIF money outside of city limits, he felt that staff sufficiently 
addressed his concerns. 
 
Motion by Mattoon, seconded by Atkins, and carried unanimously to support the proposed 
amendments to VMC 20.915 and the PIF Technical Document regarding Park Overlay Service Areas to 
create options to meet the needs of underserved areas.  
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Zachary Pyle  Yes 
Larry Blaufus  Yes 
Jim Atkins  Yes 
Jack Harroun  Yes 
Audrey Mattoon  Yes 
Marjorie Ledell   Yes 
 
Motion by Atkins, seconded by Harroun, and carried unanimously to support approval of the Cross 
Boundary Service Area Overlay Agreement to encourage partnership opportunities and leverage 
available resources. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
Zachary Pyle  Yes 
Larry Blaufus  Yes 
Jim Atkins  Yes 
Jack Harroun  Yes 
Audrey Mattoon  Yes 
Marjorie Ledell   Yes 
 

______________________________ 
Marjorie Ledell, Chair 

 
 
Meetings of the Planning Commission are electronically recorded on audio. The audio tapes are kept on 
file in the office of the City Clerk for a period of six years. 

To request other formats, contact Kirsten Hull, Community and Economic Development Department|360-487-7813 
WA Relay: 711|kirsten.hull@cityofvancouver.us 
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August 13, 2019 

REGULAR MEETING   
Vancouver City Hall - 415 W. Sixth Street, Vancouver WA 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
The August 13, 2019 meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 5:00 p.m. by Vice Chair 
Schulte in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 415 W. Sixth Street, Vancouver, Washington.  
 
Present: Steve Schulte, Jack Harroun, Larry Blaufus and Zachary Pyle 
Absent: Marjorie Ledell, Jim Atkins, and Audrey Mattoon 
 
EXCUSAL OF ABSENSE 
Motion by Pyle, seconded by Harroun, and carried unanimously to excuse the absence of Marjorie 
Ledell.  
 
Motion by Blaufus, seconded by Harroun, and carried unanimously to excuse the absence of Jim Atkins.  
 
Motion by Harroun, seconded by Pyle, and carried unanimously to excuse the absence of Audrey 
Mattoon. 

WORKSHOPS  
 
5 P.M.  2019 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ZONING MAP AND TEXT CHANGES - PART I 

Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner 
 

Summary 
Staff presented an overview of the annual review of proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Map and Text Changes. A second Planning Commission workshop to go over the code changes in 
detail is scheduled for September 10. The public hearing before the Planning Commission will occur for 
October 8 and the hearing before City Council is scheduled for December 16.  
 
The workshop memo provided included four site specific owner requested Comprehensive Plan and zone 
map designation changes requested by property owners, four site-specific Plan and zone map corrections 
identified by staff, two Comprehensive Plan text changes identified by staff, and 23 zoning code text 
changes also identified by staff. Additionally, two walk on items were presented at the workshop: 
 

• Modification of a footnote within the Household Living section of VMC Title 20 to align 
with the 2018 change allowing affordable housing projects in mixed use zones with close 

http://www.cityofvancouver.us/
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proximity to frequent transit service to forego the requirement for commercial uses on 
the ground floor 
 

• Modification of a footnote within the Industrial Use tables to remove the reference to 
NAICS tables, which had been previously eliminated from the main text  

 
 
Commission Discussion  
Several Commissioners expressed a hesitation to convert industrial lands to residential zones, citing 
potential conflict with Comprehensive Plan objectives, traffic concerns, increased demand for industrial 
land with existing infrastructure, and cumulative long-term impacts from prior conversions. 
 
Additionally, they requested the following information for the next workshop: 

• How far does the commercial zoning designation extend down 137th Ave south of the Malloy 
properties? 

• What is the process and who will be responsible for building SE 5th Street between SE 120th Ave 
and SE 123rd Ave? 

• Is there adequate transit service to support potential high-density residential development 
north of the old Evergreen Airport site? 

• Which zoning would the owners of the six split zoned properties on the south side of NE 28th 
Way east of NE 86th Avenue prefer? 

 
 
CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 

______________________________ 
Marjorie Ledell, Chair 

 
 
Meetings of the Planning Commission are electronically recorded on audio. The audio tapes are kept on 
file in the office of the City Clerk for a period of six years. 

To request other formats, contact Kirsten Hull, Community and Economic Development Department|360-487-7813 
WA Relay: 711|kirsten.hull@cityofvancouver.us 
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DATE:  September 7, 2019 
 
TO:  Chair Ledell and Planning Commission members 
 
FROM: Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner, Community and Economic Development 

Department 
 
RE: September 10 workshop review of anticipated 2019 Comprehensive Plan and 

zoning code changes  
 

 
2019 Comprehensive Plan and zoning map and text changes were initially reviewed at the 
August 13 workshop. Following the second workshop on these items on September 10, a public 
hearing is scheduled for October 8.  A City Council workshop is scheduled for October 14, and a 
Council public hearing on December 16.  
 
The main purpose of the September 10 workshop and this memorandum is to review specific 
language for the proposed zoning text changes, which had previously been only described. 
Development Review as well as Long Range Planning staff will lead the discussion and answer 
commission questions. 
 
At the September 10 workshop staff will also briefly revisit the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
and zoning map changes, and proposed Comprehensive Plan text changes, to address new or 
holdover questions from the prior worksession. The prior staff report for all the changes is 
available here. As request by the Commission, also accompanying this memorandum is the 
applicant’s market study for the HDH proposal to change 4 acres from IL to R-30 on Olympia 
Drive near the old Evergreen Airport.  
 
. 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

        Memorandum 

https://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_commission/page/39367/2019_08_13_item_1_2019_ar_and_code_changes_-_memo.pdf
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Code Change 
Description 

Specific Language Proposed 

Changes with policy implications  

 
1.  Planned 
Developments – 
20.260. Clarify that 
required open space 
be aggregated and 
centralized, and is 
not required to 
include hardscape. 
Increase density 
bonus to 15%, and 
allow triplex and 
townhomes in the 
interior of 
development 
provided density 
bonus is not 
exceeded. 

 
20.260.020.B.   
B.  Permitted uses. The following uses shall be allowed in various base zoning districts: 
1.  Lower-Density Residential Zoning Districts. In the R-2, R-4, R-6 and R-9 zoning districts, an 
applicant with a planned development approval may develop the site to contain a mixture of 
uses subject to the maximum density provisions of the underlying zone, as contained in Chapter 
20.410 VMC, plus 5% 15% density bonus per the provisions of 20.260.060 (D) VMC. 
a.  The following uses are allowed by right within planned developments: 
1.  Single-family detached residential units with or without accessory dwelling units. 
2.  Two or more Single-family attached, duplex, triplex and townhome and other four 
plex  residential units. Triplex and townhomes and other fourplex units shall not be located on 
the perimeter of the Planned Development.  
 
3.  Accessory uses directly serving the planned development only and which are customary or 
associated with, but clearly incidental to, the residential uses permitted in the zone including: 
a.  Community building with indoor and/or outdoor recreation facilities; 
b.  Recreational vehicle storage area; 
c.  Consolidated mini-storage; 
d.  Consolidated guest parking facilities. 
4.  Home occupations, subject to development standards in 20.860. 
5.  Child care centers of all types including those with 13 or more children, subject to 
development standards in 20.840. 
6.  Adult day care. 
7.  Any other use allowed by right in the base zoning district. 
 
20.260.040.C.   
C.  Common open space. In exchange for the approval of higher residential densities, smaller 
lots and relaxed development standards, the developer of a planned development is required 
to provide common open space for the active and passive recreational activities of residents, 
employees and visitors. Such space shall be aggregated and centralized to the development 
where to the fullest extent feasible and shall consist primarily of a combination of landscaped 
open areas. Unlandscaped natural areas or paved hardscape areas may also be included if 
they also promote active or passive recreational uses and congregation . paved (hard-scaped) 
areas. Such common open space shall include some combination of the following: Features may 
include plazas, arbors, sitting areas, picnic areas, playing fields and trails to accommodate a 
variety of active and passive activities and promote visual interest. 
 

 
2.  Mixed Use 
standards –  
20.430.060. 
Remove allowance 
for single use 
buildings on non-
arterials to be 
considered under 
mixed use standards. 

 
20.260.040.B.2   
2.  Standards – Single Mixed Use Buildings. 
a.  Overall Uses. Individual uses shall be allowed as indicated in the MX column of Table 
20.430.030-1. 
b.  Mix of Uses. Ground Floor 
1.  A minimum of 50% of the lineal street front of the ground floor of mixed use buildings along 
arterial or collector streets shall be devoted to commercial or office uses. Parking garages 
devoted in whole or part to commercial or office uses may be counted towards this requirement, 
but surface parking may not. Mixed use buildings along lesser classification streets shall not face 
this requirement.. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.410
file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.260%20Planned%20Developments.rtf#20.260.060


3 
 
 

Correct errors in 
cross references 

 

 
3.  School Impact 
Fees –20.915. 
Update impact fees 
proposed by 
Evergreen School 
District per new 
District Capital 
Facilities Plan 

 
Table 20.915.060-1 School District Impact Fees 

School District Single-Family Multi-Family 

Battle Ground $6,397 $2,285 

Camas $5,371 $5,371 

Evergreen $6,100 $6,432 $7,641 $3,753 

Vancouver $2,880.75 $2,381.93 
 

 
4. Parking standards 
–20.945 
Per recent statutory 
changes applying 
near high frequency 
transit stops, lower 
requirement to .75 
spaces per unit for 
very or extremely 
low affordable 
housing, and 
eliminate senior 
housing resident (but 
not staff) parking 
requirements.  
(SHB 1923, sec 5) 
 

 
Table 20.945.070-2. Minimum Off-Street Vehicle Parking Requirements 
 

Use Minimum 

Multi-Dwelling Units 1.5/DU4 

4 Requirements for multi-family dwelling units are reduced in the following circumstances: 
a. 0.75 spaces per units which are affordable to households whose adjusted income is at 

or below fifty percent of the median household income adjusted for household size in 
Clark County as reported by the U.S department of Housing and Urban Development. 
One unit per on-site employee  shall also be provided.  

b. No parking shall be required for units specifically for seniors or persons with 
disabilities. One unit per on-site employee shall also be provided. 

c. Applications using these provisions shall include a covenant or guarantee that units 
subject to the above parking standards be maintained for at least 30 years  

d. Senior multi-family housing projects shall provide on-site parking at a minimum rate of 
one space per dwelling unit.. 

 
 
5. Single Family 
zoning districts and 
Conditional Use 
Permits – 
20.410.050 and 
20.245.010 
 
Expand single family 
district conditional 
use permit thresholds 
applying only to 
elementary schools 
to other school 
levels. Simplify 
current conditional 
use standards 
applying to all uses. 
 
 

 
20.410.050 
D.  Criteria for institutions as limited uses. As noted in Table 20.410.030-1 above, a school, 
religious institution, government building, fire station, child care center or emergency services 
facility is allowed as a limited use if it meets all of the criteria described below. An institution 
that does not comply with all of these criteria must be reviewed as a conditional use, except for 
school modular classrooms, which shall be permitted outright. 
1.  The site contains no more than 12 acres for an elementary school, not to exceed 75,000 gsf. 
2.  The site contains no more than two acres for a religious institution, not to exceed 30,000 gsf. 
3.  The site contains no more than one acre for a child care center, not to exceed 10,000 gsf. 
4.  The site takes its primary access from no less than a minor arterial. 
5.  If a religious institution also has a private elementary school, the total development shall not 
exceed 60,000 gsf and seven acres. 
 
20.245.010 
B.  Major modification of an approved or existing conditional use.  
1.  The Planning Official shall determine that a major modification(s) has resulted if one or more 
of the changes listed below have been proposed: 
a.  A change of any applicable condition of approval; 
b.  A change in use classification as defined in Chapter 20.160 VMC; 
c.  An 10% increase in dwelling unit density, providing the proposed density does not exceed 
the maximum density established in the underlying base zoning district; 

http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2019-20/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/1923-S2.SL.pdf
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.160
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d.  An increase in the approved floor area proposed for nonresidential use by more than 
1025%, except for schools, which shall have a threshold of 2550% increase in floor area; 
e.  A reduction of more than 10% of the area reserved for common space, recreational facilities 
and/or landscaped areas; 
f.  A reduction of approved setbacks by more than 20%; 
g.  A decrease or increase of parking of more than 10%,; and 
he.  A change in the operational use deemed to be a possible adverse impact to adjacent 
properties by the Planning Official. 
2.  Upon the Planning Official determining that the proposed modification to the conditional use 
plan is a major modification, the applicant shall submit a new application to be processed as a 
Type II III application, pursuant to Section 20.210.0650 VMC. 

 
6. Accessory 
Structure definition –
20.150-4 
Eliminate existing 
definitional limitation 
to structure of 800 
s.f. or less, of which 
there are many 
existing counter 
examples.  
 

 
20.150-4 Definitions 
Accessory Structure. A building or structure, no larger than 800 square feet, which is clearly 
incidental to the primary structure on the same lot. 
 
{Note - Garages and other outbuildings would still be limited by existing lot coverage percentage 
maximums (50%) which allow for larger accessory buildings on larger lots. ADUs would retain their 
separate height (25’) and size (800 s.f.) limits} 
 

 
Changes with limited policy implications 
 
7. Site Plan 
standards - 
20.270.D.2 
 
For non-residential 
buildings, change 
threshold for Type I 
vs Type II reviews of 
non-residential 
buildings to 
additions of 6,000 sf 
or more rather than 
20% 
 

20.270.D.2 
C.  Development subject to Type I Site Plan Review. New development or modifications to an 
existing permitted development or existing legal nonconforming use shall require a Type I 
review if the proposal would result in any of the following: 
1.  New residential developments of between 3 and 19 dwelling units or, if existing, an increase 
in dwelling unit density of up to 20%, provided the proposed density does not exceed the 
maximum allowed density in the underlying base zoning district; 
2.  New nNonresidential development of less than 12,000 square feet. or, if existing, an 
increase in the floor area of a nonresidential structure or use by up to 6,000 square feet; 20%, 
provided the cumulative threshold for SEPA review is not exceeded; 
3.  For existing developments a reduction in the area reserved for open space, recreational 
facilities and/or landscaped areas by up to 20%; 
4.  New parking lots of 11 to 39 parking spaces or, if existing, an increase in the number of 
existing parking spaces by up to 20%, provided the cumulative threshold for SEPA review is not 
exceeded;  
D.  Development subject to Type II Site Plan Review. New development or modifications to an 
existing permitted development or existing legal nonconforming use shall require a Type II 
review if the proposal would result in any of the following: 
1.  New residential development of 20 units or more or, if existing, an increase in dwelling unit 
density of more than 20%, provided the proposed density does not exceed the maximum 
allowed density in the underlying base zoning district; 
2.  New nonresidential developments of 12,000 square feet or more of, if existing, an increase 
in the floor area of a nonresidential structure or use by more than 6,000 square feet; 20% or 
12,000 square feet, whichever is less; 
3.  For existing developments, a reduction in the area reserved for open space, recreational 
facilities and/or landscaped areas by more than 20%; 
4.  New parking lots of 40 or more spaces or, if existing, an increase in the number of existing 
parking spaces by more than 20% or an increase of more than 40 parking spaces, whichever is 
greater; 
5.  An increase in vehicular traffic to and from the site of more than 200 average daily trips, 
based on the latest edition of the International Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
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Manual, or substantial evidence by a professional engineer licensed in the State of Washington 
with expertise in traffic engineering. 

 
8. Variance 
application submittal 
requirements –
20.290. 
 
Update and 
streamline variance 
application submittal 
requirements to 
reflect electronic 
submittals 
 

 
20.290.030 Submission Requirements. 
A.  General. An applicant for a variance shall submit the requisite fee, as contained in Chapter 
20.180 VMC, a completed application form provided for that purpose by the Planning Official 
and 10 copies of the information required in Subsection (B) below. Application - Fees. The 
applicant must submit a completed application form as prescribed by the planning official with 
applicable fee per Chapter 20.180 VMC. 
B.  Required information.  
1.  Narrative statement describing the requested variance(s) and demonstration of compliance 
to the appropriate approval criteria contained in Section 20.290.040 VMC. 
2.  A site plan drawn to scale legible for digital reproduction showing the arrangement of the 
proposed development, and accurate representation of the size and shape of the parcel(s) 
including easements of any kind, all dimensions and parcel orientation. Include appropriate scale 
and north arrow. 
3.  Locations, dimensions and height of all existing and proposed buildings and structures, 
including garages, carports, fences, decks, patio covers and other accessory structures. Include 
dimensions from each other and from all property lines. Show dimension of eaves projecting 
beyond a wall or supporting post. Indicate usage of all structures. 
4.  Elevation of site at 2’ contour intervals for grades zero to 10% and at 5’ contour intervals 
for grades greater than 10%. 
5.  Existing and proposed curbs, sidewalks and curb-cuts. Indicate center line of street(s). 
6.  Location and detailed layout of off-street parking and loading areas. 
7.  Location of unstable ground, including high seasonal water table, impermeable soils, areas 
having a severe soil erosion potential, areas having severely weak foundation soils, significant 
historical, cultural or archaeological resources, significant wildlife habitat, and rock outcroppings. 
Note if none of these apply. 
8.  Archaeological pre-determination report, if necessary. 
9.  The approximate location and type of vegetation, including individual trees that have a 
diameter of 6” or more measured 4’ above grade. The plan may show clusters of such trees 
rather than individual trees when individual trees are near one another. Provide proposed plan 
for compliance with Chapter 20.770 VMC, Tree Conservation, if necessary. 
10.  Certified mailing list(Type II only). Current Clark County Assessor map(s) showing the 
property(ies) within a 500’ radius of the site, per the requirements in Chapter 20.210.050 and 
20.210.060 VMC, Decision-Making Procedures, and two sets of mailing labels with the names 
and addresses of owners of all properties within the 500’ radius. Such list shall be certified as 
accurate and complete by the Clark County Assessor, or a title company. For nonowner occupied 
properties, provide mailing labels addressed to "occupant" as can be determined from 
available County Assessor records (two copies). 
11.  Pre-application conference summary, as well as additional information required in the 
summary, if applicable. 
12.  Include one 8 1/2” x 11” reduced plan.  

 
9.Subdivisions -  
20.320.020 and  
-Correct cross 
reference error, from 
VMC 20.285 to 
20.210.050 
-Reinstate language 
mistakenly removed 
last year prohibiting 
subdivisions to use 
names already 
recorded elsewhere 
in city or county 

 
20.320.020 Approval Process. 
A.  Decision-making process.  
1.  Short subdivisions. The planning official shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an 
application for a short subdivision preliminary plat by means of a Type II procedure, pursuant to 
VMC 20.285.050 20.210.050, using approval criteria contained in VMC 20.320.040, and 
additional requirements of Chapter 20.920 VMC if a qualifying infill development, and Chapter 
20.927 VMC if a qualifying narrow lot development. 
 
20.320.030.B.2.  Preliminary plat. The proposed preliminary plat shall include the name of the 
subdivision or short subdivision which shall not be named the same as an existing plat recorded 
in Clark County Washington along with the following: 
 
 
 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.180
file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.290%20Variances.rtf#20.290.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.770
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.285.050
file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.320%20Subdivisions.rtf#20.320.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.920
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.927
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10. Binding Site 
Plans – 20.330 
Update and 
streamline Binding 
Site Plan 
requirements to 
reflect electronic 
submittals 

 
20.330.030 Application Submission Requirements. 
A.  Submission requirements-New developments. Whenever an applicant desires to create legal 
lots by means of a binding site plan pursuant to this Chapter in conjunction with a new 
development, the applicant shall be subject to the site plan review procedures of Chapter 
20.270 VMC. In such event and in addition to all of the submission requirements for site plan 
review, the applicant shall clearly indicate on all of the plans required for site plan review the 
proposed lots to be created and how their size, dimensions and other features comply with the 
requirements of this title. 
B.  Submission requirements-Existing developments. In cases where an applicant desires to create 
legal lots by means of a binding site plan pursuant to this Chapter in conjunction with an existing 
development or when no development is proposed, the applicant shall provide the following 
information in the application: 
1.  Application. The applicant shall provide one original and ten copies of the application for a 
preliminary plat of a binding site plan consisting of the following information: 
1.2.  The binding site plan name, which that must be other than the name of an existing 
subdivision, short subdivision or binding site plan addition or plat; 
 
 
C.  Preliminary plat information. The applicant shall provide one original and seven copies of the 
following information: 
 
 
C.2.  Preliminary Binding Site Plan. The proposed preliminary binding site plan shall include the 
following information presented on one or more drawings. Drawings shall be on sheets not 
smaller than 21” X 34” nor larger than 24” X 36”. Preliminary binding site plans shall be drawn 
at a scale of 1”=50’ or larger. Other scales may be used with the approval of the Planning 
Official. Plans for the preliminary plat will not be accepted if they are not collated and folded. 
 
C.4.  Supplementary information. One original and eight copies of The following supplemental 
information shall also be submitted unless otherwise indicated in parenthesis: 
a.  Environmental checklist that complies with Chapter 20.790 VMC, SEPA Regulations, if 
applicable; 
b.  Legal description; 
c.  Paper reproducible copies of all plans in 8 1/2 x 11” format; 
d.  Assessor’s map(s) covering the area within 500’ of the plat boundary; 
e.  Results of any completed percolation tests, if applicable (four copies); 
f.  A copy of the proposed plat map, reduced to fit on 8 1/2” x 11” or 11” x 17” paper; 
g.  b. Geotechnical/soils survey (four copies), if applicable; 
h.  c. Tree plan that complies with the requirements of Chapter 20.770 VMC, Tree Conservation, 
if applicable; 
i.  d. Preliminary stormwater and erosion control plans as governed by Chapters 14.25 VMC, 
Stormwater Control, and Chapter 14.24 VMC, Erosion Control (four copies);, if applicable; 
j.  e. Landscape plan, if known at the time of land division, that complies with the requirements 
of Chapter 20.925 VMC Landscaping Standards. If applicable, the landscape plan shall be 
drawn at the same scale as the existing conditions plan, or a larger scale if necessary. Where 
proposed development affects only a portion of a site, the landscape plan need show only the 
areas where existing soil contours and vegetation will be disturbed by the construction or use, or 
other areas where landscaping is required. Note: many aspects of this plan, including street 
trees, may already be incorporated into the Tree Plan; 
k.  f. Archaeological Pre-Determination Report, if applicable, that complies with the 
requirements of Chapter 20.710 VMC, Archaeological Resource Protection (four two copies); 
l.  Sales history. A deed history of all applicable properties dating back to 1969 or to the date 
when a legal lot determination was made (one copy); 
g m.  Southwest Washington Clark County Public Health District Development Review Evaluation 
Form (four copies); 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.270
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.790
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.770
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/14.25
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/14.24
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.925
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.710
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n.  Pre-application conference notes; and 
 

 
11. Various 
application types – 
CUPs, 20.245.030; 
Site Plan, 
20.270.040; 
Variances, 
20.290.030; 
Subdivisions,  
20.320.030.B; 
Binding Site Plans, 
20.330 
 
Reinstitute 
requirement allowing 
Title Companies, and 
not just Clark County, 
to be used as source 
of mailing labels for 
land use applications 
 

 
20.245.030.A.8.  Certified mailing list. Current Clark County Assessor map(s) showing the 
property(ies) within a 500’ radius of the site, per the requirements in Chapter 20.210.050 and 
20.210.060 VMC, Decision-Making Procedures, and two sets of mailing labels with the names 
and addresses of owners of all properties within the 500’ radius. Such list shall be certified as 
accurate and complete by the Clark County Assessor, or a title company. For non-owner 
occupied properties, provide mailing labels addressed to "occupant" as can be determined from 
available County Assessor records (two copies). 
 
20.270.040.A.4.  Certified mailing list (not applicable for Type I applications). Current Clark 
County assessor map(s) showing the property(ies) within a 500-foot radius of the site, per the 
requirements in VMC 20.210.050 and 20.210.060, decision-making procedures, and two sets of 
mailing labels with the names and addresses of owners of all properties within the 500-foot 
radius. Such list shall be certified as accurate and complete by the Clark County assessor or a 
title company. For nonowner occupied properties, provide mailing labels addressed to 
"occupant" as can be determined from available county assessor records (two copies). 
 
20.290.030.B.10.  Certified mailing list (Type II only). Current Clark County Assessor map(s) 
showing the property(ies) within a 500’ radius of the site, per the requirements in Chapter 
20.210.050 and 20.210.060 VMC, Decision-Making Procedures, and two sets of mailing labels 
with the names and addresses of owners of all properties within the 500’ radius. Such list shall 
be certified as accurate and complete by the Clark County Assessor, or a title company. For 
nonowner occupied properties, provide mailing labels addressed to "occupant" as can be 
determined from available County Assessor records (two copies). 
 
20.320.030.B.4.i.  Supplementary information. The following supplemental information shall also 
be submitted unless otherwise indicated in parentheses: 
i.  Certified mailing list. Current Clark County assessor map(s) showing the property(ies) within a 
500-foot radius of the site, per the requirements in VMC 20.210.050 and 20.210.060, decision-
making procedures, and two sets of mailing labels with the names and addresses of owners of 
all properties within the 500-foot radius. Such list shall be certified as accurate and complete by 
the Clark County assessor or a title company. For nonowner occupied properties, provide mailing 
labels addressed to “occupant” as can be determined from available county assessor records 
(two copies); 
 
20.330.030.C.4 o. h. Certified mailing list. Current Clark County Assessor map(s) showing the 
property(ies) within a 500’ radius of the site, per the requirements in Chapter 20.285 20.210 
VMC, Decision-Making Procedures, and two sets of mailing labels with the names and addresses 
of owners of all properties within a 500’ radius certified as accurate and complete by the Clark 
County Assessor or a title company. For nonowner occupied properties, provide mailing labels 
addressed to “occupant” as can be determined from available County Assessor records. 
 
 

 
12. Single Family 
Residential Districts 
Use Table - 20.410.  
-Allow parks and 
open space as a 
permitted use, rather 
than a limited use 
which doesn’t have 
criteria 
-Clarify requirement 
that mobile homes in 

 
Table 20.410.030-1 

Parks/Open Space R-2 R-4 R-6 R-9 

- Neighborhood Parks P P P P 

- Community Parks P L10/C P L10/C P L10/C P L10/C 

- Regional Parks C C C C 

- Trails P L10/C P L10/C P L10/C P L10/C 
10 Community parks that meet all of the criteria contained in VMC 20.410.050(E)(1) are 
permitted by limited uses; all others require conditional use approval. Trails are limited uses 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.285
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.410.050(E)(1)
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single family zones 
be composed of at 
least two double 
wide 12’ x 36’ units 
to apply to main 
structures only, so 
that single wide 
structures can be 
used as ADUs 
 

subject to the additional development standards contained in VMC 20.410.050(E). 
 
20.410.050.E.  Criteria for Parks/Open Space as limited uses.(Reserved for future use) 
  
 
20.410.050.F 2.  Manufactured Home Placement Standards: 
Except as allowed in subsections 1c and 1d above, all manufactured homes placed within the 
City of Vancouver shall comply with the following standards: 
a.  Manufactured homes must meet the development standards of the base zone unless 
otherwise noted. 
b.  The manufactured home must meet the definition of a “new manufactured home”, unless 
otherwise noted. A new manufactured home means any manufactured home required to be titled 
under Title 46 RCW, which was not titled to retail purchaser before July 1, 2005, and was not a 
“used mobile home” as defined in RCW 82.45.032(9). 
c.  The manufactured home must meet the requirements of a “designated manufactured home”. 
Provided that manufactured homes built to 42 USC Section 5401-5403 standards (as amended 
in 2000) must be regulated in the same manner as site built homes. 
d.  The manufactured home must meet the following requirements 
 1.  For the principal dwelling unit: Is comprised of at least two fully enclosed parallel sections 
each of not less than twelve feet wide by thirty-six feet long; 
 
 

 
13. High Density 
Residential Districts 
20.420 
Fix spelling error in 
purpose statement, 
and allow parks and 
open space as 
permitted use, rather 
than listing as limited 
without review 
criteria 
 

 
20.420.010 Purpose. 
Promote a range of housing choices while preserving neighborhood livability and protesting 
protecting the consumer’s choices in housing. These districts are designed to promote medium- to 
high-density residential neighborhoods. Housing types include manufactured homes, duplexes, 
rowhouses, and multi-unit structures. A mix of nonresidential uses, such as professional office and 
limited commercial, civic, and institutional uses, is permitted outright or conditionally subject to 
provisions to minimize adverse impacts, if any, on the residential character. However, the 
encouragement of mixed uses should not result in a predominance of business or commercial uses 
in areas designated for residential development by the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Table 20.420.030-1 

Parks/Open Space R-18 R-22 R-30 R-35 

- Neighborhood Parks P P P P 

- Community Parks P L13/C P L13/C P L13/C P L13/C 

- Regional Parks C P L13/C P L13/C P L13/C 

- Trails P L13/C P L13/C P L13/C P L13/C 
13 Community, regional parks and trails that meet all of the development standards in VMC 
20.420.050(E)(1),(2) and (3), respectively, are permitted by as limited uses; all others require a 
Conditional Use approval. 
 
20.420.050.E.  Criteria for Parks/Open Space as limited uses.(Reserved for future use) 
 

 
14. Commercial 
Districts - 20.430. 
Clarify descriptions 
of zoning districts to 
better match 

 

20.430.020 List of Zoning Districts 

CC: Community Commercial. The CC zoning district is designed to provide for retail goods and services 
purchased regularly by residents of several nearby neighborhoods. The zone also accommodates offices, 

file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.410%20Lower%20Density%20Residential%20Districts.rtf#20.410.050(E)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/46
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/82.45.032(9)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/US/USC/42
file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.420%20High%20Desnity%20Residential%20Districts.rtf#20.420.050
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allowed uses, fix 
footnote typo, 
clarify language in 
commercial 
development 
standards table 
regarding setbacks, 
and eliminate 
redundant 
Waterfront Mixed 
Use Standards 
 

institutions and mixed use housing. Housing located at ground floor is allowed on properties fronting 
Broadway Street only. In all other cases, housing is located above the ground floor. Because of the limited 
trade area, there are significant opportunities for walking, bicycle and transit trips that should be 
encouraged and accommodated through building/site design, landscaping and access. 

C.  CG: General Commercial. The CG zoning district is designed to allow for a full range of retail, office, 
mixed use and civic uses with a City-wide to regional trade area. Some light industrial uses also are 
allowed, but limited so as not to detract from the predominant commercial character of the district. 
Development is generally expected to be auto-accommodating given the large service area but trips by 
alternative modes— walking, cycling and transit — should be encouraged through building/site design, 
landscaping and access. Because such areas generate more traffic than less-intense commercial zones, 
such developments should take their primary access from a street with at least the capacity of a Minor 
Arterial. The CG zoning district was referred to as General Commercial (GC) prior to March 11, 2004. 

 

Table 20.430.030-1 footnote 4 All of or part of residential uses must be located above the ground 
floor of the structure as specified by VMC 20.430.060(B)(2) with exception of Community Commercial 
(CC) zoned properties fronting Broadway Street and located within the Uptown Village District of the 
Vancouver City Center Subarea Plan (refer to VMC 20.430.020(B)). 

 

20.430.040 Commercial Development Standards – See Attachment 1 

20.430.070 (deleted) and 20.650 (Amended) Waterfront Mixed Use (MX) District – See 
Attachment 2 

 
18. Industrial Districts 
20.440. Allow non-
regional parks and 
open space as 
permitted uses 

Table 20.440.030-1. Industrial Zoning Districts Use Table 

Parks/Open Space OCI IL IH ECX 

- Neighborhood Parks P C P C P P 

- Community Parks C P C P C P C P 

- Regional Parks C C C C 

- Trails C P C P C P P 

 

file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.430%20Commercial%20and%20Mixed%20Use%20Districts.rtf#20.430.060(B)(2)
file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.430%20Commercial%20and%20Mixed%20Use%20Districts.rtf#20.430.020(B)
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19. Various 
references to 
repealed code - 
20.225.020-1, 
20.630.070-1, 
20.790.630 
 
Eliminate references 
to repealed VMC 
29.870, Human 
Services Facilities  
 
 

 
Table 20.225.020 -1. SUMMARY OF LAND USE PERMITS AND RELATED ACTIONS 
 

PERMIT/ ACTION 
PROCEDURE 

TYPE 
PROCEDURAL 

REQUIREMENTS 
APPROVAL 
CRITERIA 

OTHER 
DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATIONS 

Essential Public 
Facilities 

III/HE 20.210.060 20.855.020 20.245 

Human Services 
Facilities 

    

-Initial approval III/HE 

Conditional 
Use 

20.210 .060 20.780.040 20.245 

-Co-location of 
services 

II  

Conditional 
Use 

20.210.050 20.870.040 20.245 

-Modifications of 
spacing  

requirements 

III/HE 

Conditional 
Use 

20.210.060 20.870.040 20.245 

Interpretations     

-Only I 20.210.040 20.255.030 ---- 

-Concurrent with 
application 

Same as 
development 

---- 20.255.030 ---- 

-Codification IV 20.210.070 20.255.020 
(C) 

---- 

 
           
 Table 20.630.070-1. City Center West Employment Overlay Use Table 
 

Use  

Human Service Facilities L2  

 
             2 Subject to provisions of Chapter 20.870 VMC Human Service Facilities. 
 
20.790.630.G2 
2.  The City incorporates by reference the policies in the cited City codes, ordinances, resolutions 
and plans, and all amendments to them in effect prior to the date of fully-complete application 
of any building permit or preliminary plat, or prior to issuance of a DNS or DEIS for any other 
action: 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.855.020
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.780.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.870.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.870.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.255.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.255.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.070
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.255.020
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.870
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ooo.  20.870 VMC, Human Service Facilities; 

 
20. Commercial 
Districts and 
Riverview Gateway 
– 20.430 and 
20.680 
 
-Add language 
specifying that single 
family residential 
development in the 
Riverview Gateway 
RGX zone shall 
comply with 
requirements of the 
R-4 zoning district 
unless specifically 
allowed otherwise 
by the RGX district 
or an approved 
master plan therein 
-Correct typo in 
reference to 
applicable parking 
standards, and 
clarify that parking 
requirement is for 
non-structured 
parking. 

 
Table 20.430.040-1 

Development Standards 

 
CN CC CG CX** WX** CPX** MX*** RGX**** 

 
**** Subject to development standards of 20.680, and associated Master Plan Adopted for the 
area of proposed development.  Single-family residential development shall meet the 
development standards of the R-6 zone, except that the minimum lot size shall be 7,000 square 
and maximum lot size shall be 14,500 square feet. Any changes to platted single family lots 
including lot line adjustments, adding new lots or consolidating lots shall comply with the 
approved master plan and applicable provisions of VMC Chapter 20.680 Riverview Gateway 
Plan District. 
 
20.680.040.c. 
6. The Master Plan achieves the following objectives: 
j Includes standards or legal agreements ensuring shared parking is utilized to the maximum 
extent practicable throughout the master plan area. The number of non-structured parking 
spaces provided for individual uses shall be no less than indicated in VMC Table 20.945.070-12 
, Minimum Off-Street Vehicle Parking Requirements and no more than 115% of that amount. 

 
21. Critical Areas 
Ordinance  
Clarify general 
applicability and 
approval (20.730 
and 740), and 
Habitat Scoring 
(20.700, 
20.740.140-2) 
 

 
See Attachment 3 
 

  

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.870
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22. Wireless 
Communication 
Facilities - 
20.890.070.C 

20.890.070.C 4.  A report from a qualified licensed engineer documenting: 
a.  The anticipated capacity of the support structure, including the number and types of 
antennae which can be accommodated; at a minimum, the structure must be designed to 
accommodate at least two wireless antennae installations. 
b.  A projection of the wireless communication facilities within the coverage area of the facility 
proposed, that can be reasonably anticipated to be sited during the next five years. 
c.  A summary of findings that support the need for the facility at the location proposed. 
d. The facility complies with all applicable standards of the FAA and FCC, including RF energy 
standard. 
 

 
23. Parking,– 
20.945.040.D. 
Remove requirement 
that RVs parked in 
driveways  be 
screened with hedge 
or fence from the 
street, which is 
impossible to apply 
 

 

20.945.040.D.  Location. Parking spaces shall not be permitted in any setback except as 
otherwise specified in this title. For single-family and duplex dwellings, vehicle, vessel, 
recreational vehicle trailer parking is permitted in the front yard setback provided it is: located 
on a legally established driveway; located out of sight triangles as per 20.895 VMC; does not 
extend into City right-of-way; and is currently licensed and registered. Parking of motor homes, 
trailers recreational vehicles and boats is allowed in one side or rear setback on an impervious 
surface and served by a paved driveway. Such parking must be screened from the street and 
adjoining properties by a 6’ sight obscuring fence or hedge. 

 
 
24. Signs –20.960. 
Eliminate unrelated 
redundant language 
on structural and 
material 
requirements 

 
20.960.320 Structural and Material Requirements. 
All existing legally erected signs which are rendered nonconforming by the adoption of this 
Chapter must comply with structural and material Code requirements of the Uniform Sign Code 
and the City Adopted Building Code at the time of any replacement, an alteration, or 
modification over and above routine maintenance (Ord. M-3643, 2004) 
 

 
 
 
  

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.895
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Attachment 1 - 20.430.040 Commercial Development Standards 

Table 20.430.040-1 

Development Standards 

STANDARD CN CC CG CX** WX** CPX** MX*** RGX**** 

Minimum  

Lot Size 

None None None None None  None None 

Minimum Lot 
Width 

None  None None None None  None None 

Minimum Lot 
Depth 

None None None None None  None None 

Maximum 
Lot Coverage 

Maximum determined by compliance 
with screening and buffering standards 
contained in VMC Tables 20.925.030-1 
and 20.925.030-2, stormwater 
standards, erosion control regulations, 
and all other applicable development 
standards. 

100% 70%  100% 100% 

Minimum Setbacks 

Front yard See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 

line below  

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

None All 25’ 
except 
parking 
lots, 10’ 
and 
driveways 

 All 10’ 
abutting an 
R zone; 
otherwise, 
same as 
abutting 
zone 

All 10’ 
abutting an 
R zone; 
otherwise, 
zero 

Rear yard See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 

line below  

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

None All 25’ 
except 
parking 
lots, 10’ 
and 
driveways 

 All 10’ 
abutting an 
R zone; 
otherwise, 
same as 
abutting 
zone 

All 10’ 
abutting an 
R zone; 
otherwise, 
zero 

Rear through-
street 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

None    None 
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Table 20.430.040-1 

Development Standards 

STANDARD CN CC CG CX** WX** CPX** MX*** RGX**** 

line below  

Side yard See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 

line below  

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

0/5’ 4 5’   0/5’ 4 

Street Side 
yard 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 

line below  

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

See 
minimum 
setbacks 
sharing 
property 
line below 
3 

None None   None 

Between 
buildings on 
site 

None None None None None  None None 

Maximum 
Height 

35’ 50’ None Refer to 
Figure 
20.6304 

60’  35’ – 75’ 5 35’ – 75’ 6 

Minimum 
setbacks 
adjacent to 
residential 
district 

Pursuant to the screening and buffering 
standards contained in VMC Tables 
20.925.030-1 and 20.925.030-2, plus an 
additional 1/2 foot for each foot the 
building exceeds 20 feet in height to a 
maximum setback requirement of 40 
feet. Buildings in excess of 20 feet may 
be stepped. 

     

Minimum 
setbacks 
adjacent to 
nonresidential 
districts 

Pursuant to screening and buffering 
standards contained in VMC Tables 
20.925.030-1 and 20.925.030-2. 

     

Minimum 
Landscaping 
Requirement 

(percentage 

15% 15% 15% None 20%  15% 15%, 
unless 
adjusted 
through 
master plan 
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Table 20.430.040-1 

Development Standards 

STANDARD CN CC CG CX** WX** CPX** MX*** RGX**** 

of total net 
area) 

** Subject to additional development standards of 20.600 Plan Districts. 

*** Subject to development standards of 20.430.060. 

**** Subject to development standards of 20.680, and associated Master Plan Adopted for the area of proposed development. 

1 Deleted. 

2 Commercial condominiums shall have no minimum lot size. 

3 Zero setbacks allowed for buildings along Main Street and Broadway between McLoughlin and Fourth Plain. 

4 None except when abutting residentially-zoned property, when the minimum setback is 5’ . 

5 In the MX District, maximum building height shall be the same as that of the abutting zone within a distance of the same 
number of feet from the property line. Farther from the property line, height may increase by 2’ for every additional 1’ that a 
structure is set back from the property line to a maximum height of 75’. (For example, where the MX district abuts a residential 
district with a maximum height of 35’, the maximum height in the MX district would be 35’ for the first 35’ from the property 
line. The height may then be increased by 2’ for every additional 1’ the structure or portion of the structure is removed from the 
property line to a maximum of 75’.) Where the abutting zone is MX or OCI, the maximum height shall be 35’; however, the 
height may be increased 2’ for every additional 1’ that a structure is set back from the property line, to a maximum of 75’ (For 
example, a building which is set back 10’ from an abutting MX or OCI property may be 45’ tall). 

6 Maximum heights in the RGX District shall be the same as the MX District as described herein including footnote 5, except 
where indicated otherwise through Master Plan review and approval pursuant to VMC 20.680, subject to conditions therein. 

  

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.600
file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.430%20Commercial%20and%20Mixed%20Use%20Districts.rtf#20.430.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.680
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ATTACHMENT 2 – PROPOSED DELETED 20.430.070 WATERFRONT MIXED USE DISTRICT, 
AND AMENDED 20.650, WATERFRONT MIXED USE PLAN DISTRICT  
 

 

20.430.070 Waterfront Mixed Use (WX) District. 

The following design guidelines, development standards and application procedures shall apply to all 
development that occurs or is proposed in the Waterfront Mixed Use (WX) District: 

A.  General. This district is intended to provide for a significant level of mixed use development such as 
commercial, retail, office, institutional, some warehouse uses, residential, parks, public uses, pedestrian access 
along the Columbia River and including compatible industrial uses as well as regional scale facilities, while 
maintaining environmental and scenic resources and compatibility among uses. 

B.  Proposals for development. All proposals for development within this district are required to submit a 
Master Development Plan according to the specifications of the Columbia River Shoreline Enhancement 
Overlay District as provided in Chapter 20.620. 

C.  District goals and objectives. The goals and objectives of the waterfront mixed use district are as follows: 

1.  To implement the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan and specifically the Vancouver 
Eastside Plan for mixed use development within the waterfront area. 

2.  Insure functionally coordinated, cohesive site planning and design which maximizes land use through 
mixed use developments. 

3.  Insure compatibility of mixed use developments with the surrounding area and minimize any off-site 
impacts associated with development. 

4.  Encourage water dependent, water related and water oriented uses within the waterfront area. 

5.  Encourage a high activity and high density urban environment which permits access to the waterfront 
not only to the residents of developments but also to the public at large and invokes a sense of community 
and compatibility with other uses. 

6.  Prohibit the development of single-family detached dwellings. 

D.  Building design.  

1.  Multiple buildings on a single site shall be designed to create a strong visual relationship between or 
among the buildings. Architectural treatment of a building should be consistent on all sides. 

2.  Development should take into account the relationship of adjacent buildings in terms of height, 
materials, scale, and architecture. The goal is to achieve attractive structures and preserve significant 
views. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.620
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3.  Encourage mixed-use developments to provide increased opportunities for informal and planned 
activities beyond the typical 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. In addition, promote design which will increase 
opportunities for activities both within the project boundaries and between existing adjacent 
developments and neighborhoods. 

4.  Recognize the interest created by both the repetition and changes in various patterns from window 
openings to paving designs. Development should consider the use of decorative pavement accents in 
sidewalks and near street intersections. 

5.  When a project occurs in a visually rich context, such as the waterfront, its form, materials, 
orientation, and detailing should incorporate the assets offered by its setting. 

6.  Relate the size, character, and siting of proposed projects to the functions of adjacent streets and 
pedestrian networks. Buildings should be oriented to the public rights-of-way and should be placed close 
to pedestrian movement. 

7.  Create environments that encourage a number of specific activities to front a street, court, or plaza at 
ground level to provide variety at a human scale. 

8.  Where feasible, encourage the design of multi-use facilities to accommodate retail and other uses at 
the pedestrian level which increase activity and use. 

9.  Buildings shall be designed and located to complement and preserve existing buildings, streets and 
paths, bridges, and other elements of the built environment. 

a.  Buildings shall be designed to be complementary in appearance to adjacent structures of good 
design with regard to: 

1.  Materials, color, and texture, 

2.  Setbacks, 

3.  Roof lines, 

4.  Height, 

5.  Overall proportions. 

b.  Where existing buildings are to remain on site, new development shall be designed to: 

1.  Integrate the remaining buildings into the overall design, or 

2.  Provide separate landscaping, remodeling, or other treatment which establishes a distinct 
character and function for the remaining buildings. 

3.  Respect existing developed pedestrian paths or public areas; these should not be eliminated. 
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c.  Design bus shelters, drinking fountains, benches, mail boxes, etc., to be complementary in 
appearance to buildings. 

d.  Design those items listed below to be complementary in appearance to those buildings or 
structures upon which they are located. Windows, doors, mailboxes, mechanical equipment, 
downspouts, utility connections and meters, chimneys, lights, signs, awnings, foundations, vents, 
stairs, decks and railings, weather vanes, aerials, and other appendages attached to the roof or 
projecting above the roofline. 

e.  Design awnings, signs, and lights at a specific height to define the first floor or retail cornice 
height. 

f.  Use trees and other natural elements to help define building proportion relationships and to 
provide scale to the structure as a whole. 

g.  Encourage thematic consistency and minimize the variety of styles of building elements while 
allowing a diversity of architecture. 

10.  Buildings shall be designed and located to complement and preserve existing natural landforms. 

a.  Consider landforms as design elements which must relate to building elevations to determine 
scale and proportion. 

b.  Design foundations to match the scale of the building being supported. Berming, re-siding, or 
sheathing the foundation structure with wall siding are examples of methods which accomplish this 
purpose. 

c.  Use decks, railings, and stairs to relate a building to the contours of the land. 

11.  Buildings should be designed to minimize the personal security risks of users and to minimize the 
opportunities for vandalism and theft. 

12.  Buildings shall be designed and constructed to reduce noise impacts on interior occupied spaces and 
adjacent property. 

a.  Use natural barriers where possible and where it is not possible, consider the use of solid barriers 
such as fences, berms, natural landforms, and structures to reduce sound levels. 

b.  Heat pumps or similar mechanical equipment shall be located so that operating noise does not 
affect use of living areas such as bedrooms, outdoor decks, patio areas, or adjacent property. 

E.  Building scale/transition.  

1.  A large structure should contain design elements which create a transition to the human scale, 
particularly near the ground. 



19 
 
 

2.  If a development is larger or smaller than its adjacent physical context, the design should provide 
transitional scaled elements at the perimeter to integrate it with its surroundings. 

3.  Transition using variety of scale, pattern, and texture of building and landscaping elements is 
encouraged to create a more visually interesting project. 

4.  Buildings should be designed to reveal or express their primary patterns of use and entry. This will not 
only assist comprehensibility, but also achieve a desirable variety. 

5.  The proposed building orientation should respect the orientation of surrounding buildings and streets 
and should relate to other buildings on the same site in regard to pedestrian circulation. The proposed 
building should also respect the scale of those buildings located on adjacent properties and, where 
desirable, serve as an orderly transition to a different scale. 

6.  Buildings shall be designed and located to complement and preserve existing natural landforms, trees, 
shrubs, and other natural vegetation, where appropriate. 

7.  Buildings should be articulated to create transitional scaled elements that relate to existing buildings. 

F.  Building heights/view.  

1.  Guidelines 

a.  Protect views from the residential areas above the river to the river; 

b.  Protect views within the waterfront property to the river. Consider the access to views of both 
the project users and the general public. 

c.  Protect major views and view corridors that give special emphasis to open space, the river, and 
special man-made or natural landmarks. 

d.  Design and locate buildings to provide access to desirable views, while not blocking the views of 
others unnecessarily. 

e.  The maximum overall height allowed in general is 60’. Higher structures may be allowed if 
views are not significantly impaired. 

2.  View analysis. As part of the Master Development Plan, an analysis of views from the residential area 
above the site including view corridors, view profiles and vertical profiles from various locations is 
required. The views and/or view corridors to be protected are perpendicular and at angles to the river and 
include those views from the residential area above to the river and those seen from within the site to the 
river. 

G.  Blank facades/bulk.  

1.  Guidelines 
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a.  Achieve a balance in the height, bulk, and scale of the buildings constructed within the site so 
that large and/or long blank walls are either not constructed or their features are minimized. 

b.  Provide and protect view corridors and create a pedestrian oriented environment. 

2.  Implementation of guidelines. These guidelines can be achieved by the use of certain landscape 
features, specific building materials, limited size and length of buildings, preserving significant existing 
trees, screening mechanical equipment, innovative signage, limiting or having no structures within side 
building setbacks, limited fences and/or hedges within view corridors, visual penetration through 
structures and other items deemed similar by the Planning Commission. 

H.  Pedestrian access/orientation.  

1.  Buildings should reflect a strong sense of human scale and interest within the pedestrian environment. 

2.  Ground floor levels of buildings shall include elements of pedestrian interest. 

3.  Development, especially buildings taller than 40’, should address pedestrian scale and open space 
requirements and maintain human scale by creating variation of the urban form. 

4.  Encourage separation of pedestrians and automobiles. 

5.  Incorporate architectural and landscape elements at the pedestrian level. 

6.  The areas immediately adjacent to buildings should be designed to integrate with the surrounding 
landscape and pedestrian walkways. Design court yards, colonnades, and public art to define this space. 

7.  Development should provide convenient pedestrian access via sidewalks to transit stops. 

8.  Building entrances should be identifiable and directly accessible from a public sidewalk. Entry areas 
should be emphasized and strengthened through design articulation. 

I.  Landscaping/screening/open space.  

1.  Structures such as antennas and satellite dishes shall be integrated into the project architecture and/or 
landscaping. 

2.  Open space should be an integral part of any proposal. Exterior plazas, entry gardens, urban parks, 
and sufficient landscaped areas should be clearly defined to strengthen the human scale and reduce the 
visual impact of tall buildings. 

3.  Promote the creation of public and semi-public places at both large and small scales to encourage a 
sense of community, where appropriate. 

4.  Open space should be designed to be accessible and usable by people in general and those with 
physical limitations and disabilities. 
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5.  The public should be attracted to open spaces through the creation of comfortable places, attractive 
exhibits, and easy access. Any open space should be designed to human scale to encourage human 
interaction. 

6.  The size and spacing of landscape elements should be consistent with the size of the project and 
should relate to any identifiable streetscape. 

7.  Landscaping should provide variety and interest and improve the aesthetic quality of a project, in 
addition to providing a functional purpose. 

8.  Coordinate the landscape design with all site utility elements such as power lines, transformers, meter 
boxes, backflow preventers, and fire protection devices to effectively diminish the impact of such 
elements on the character of the site. 

J.  Clarity/accessibility.  

1.  Environments should be created that are understandable and help orient the user and the general 
public. 

2.  Developments should be convenient to and accessible by persons with physical limitations and 
disabilities. 

3.  Sites should be planned to respect existing natural and man-made landmarks and to create landmarks 
for the ease of public recognition. 

4.  Protect major vistas and panoramas that give special emphasis to open space and the river. 

K.  Public amenities.  

1.  Overhangs and canopies should be integrated in the building design along all pedestrian 
thoroughfares. 

2.  Comfortable and attractive street furniture that is accessible to the physically disabled should be 
provided in public spaces for public enjoyment and comfort, such as seating and tables, fountains, trash 
receptacles, information kiosks, and directories. 

L.  Site grading.  

1.  Site design should minimize the removal of mature trees and other existing mature vegetation. 

2.  The proposed grading should be designed with slopes and topographic features which match the 
natural grade and context area. 

3.  Sites should be designed to minimize erosion. 
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4.  Where they exist in their natural state, significant wetlands, drainageways, and streams should be 
preserved. 

M.  Drainage.  

1.  Surface, site drainage, and retention should be integrated with the overall landscape design. 

2.  Retention areas should be integrated into usable open space. 

N.  Art and furnishings.  

1.  Art is encouraged and should be integrated into the overall design of a project, if proposed. 

2.  Lighting fixtures and illumination should be of similar design and character as the project’s building 
components. 

O.  Pathway guidelines/requirements.  

1.  Assure public use and access to the Columbia River shoreline. 

2.Secure public shoreline access along the waterfront, to include waterfront access plans and construction 
of a waterfront pathway. 

3.  Provide a trail that extends along the entire waterfront from the Burlington Northern Railroad Bridge 
to the eastern city limits with viewpoints and access points. Flexibility may be allowed to vary the 
location of the path, keeping it as close to the river as possible. Under special circumstances, the path may 
be allowed to vary or depart from the river for short distances. Also, it may be necessary from time to 
time to temporarily close a portion of the path. As part of the Master Development Plan (MDP), the 
location of the path, viewpoints, and access points shall be shown and an explanation shall be submitted 
as to why the proposed location is the most appropriate for the site and that the equivalent of the pathway 
requirement can be met. 

4.  As part of the development, a pedestrian pathway is required along the river within 35’ of the ordinary 
high water mark. 

5.  Along the pathway there shall be viewpoints and access points provided for the public. The location 
of the viewpoints and access points shall be determined after the analysis required under Subsection C of 
this Section, Building Heights/Views is complete. 

6.  All applications submitted will comply with the intent and purposes of Resolution No. M-2739 
regarding the pathway along the river. Resolution M-2739 outlines the city’s responsibilities in terms of 
the pathway requirement including, but not limited to, planning for a trail from the Burlington Northern 
Bridge to the eastern city limits which includes some public amenities and includes the providing by the 
city of adequate maintenance and public safety. 

file://vancouver.root.local/CDD/Planning%20Review%20Team/2019%20Code%20Changes/20.430.070%20-%20WX%20Remove.rtf#20.430.070(C)
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P.  Screening. All trash cans, trash collection areas, storage yards, service areas, and mechanical equipment 
(including heat pumps, air conditioners, emergency generators, and water pumps), must be screened from view 
or placed in locations where they will generally not be visible. Screened materials shall be incorporated into 
the building design. Small rooftop mechanical equipment, including vents, need not be screened if the total 
area of such equipment does not exceed 10 sq. ft. per structure. 

Q.  Fencing. A minimum six (6) foot high sight obscuring fence is required for the 
storage/assembly/fabrication use area when allowed as a conditional use. 

R.  Signage.  

1.  Requirements. Business Park type monument base signs are permitted. Free-standing pole signs are 
not permitted in this zone. The maximum height of a monument base sign is 15’. The maximum size of a 
monument base sign is 50 sq. ft. Rotating signs and flashing signs are prohibited. Rooftop signs are not 
permitted. Fascia signs are permitted as set forth in Chapter 20.960 Signs of this code, provided that they 
are consistent with the guidelines set forth in this subsection. 

2.  Guidelines 

a.  The size, shape, location, and design of all signs should be compatible with building proportions 
and features and be consistent with the overall character of the site. 

b.  Sign locations should be integrated within the design of the site and adjacent streetscape. 

c.  Signs should be placed so they are not obscured by landscaping when it has reached full maturity 
and should be integrated with landscape elements such as walls, planters, and street furniture. 

d.  Consideration should be given to the location and design of signs on adjacent parcels. 

e.  Multi-tenant buildings and shopping centers should all have a comprehensive sign program. 
Provisions should be made for coordination of sign dimensions, materials, textures, colors, 
illumination, and method and location of mounting. These signs should be delineated in a uniform 
and consistent manner. 

f.  Traffic directional signage should be placed to promote safe and efficient traffic flow. 

g.  Signs should be oriented to promote readability and serve their intended function. 

h.  The use of individual letters for signs is preferred over cabinet signs with brightly lit 
backgrounds or signs which have emphasized backgrounds. Sign letters should be illuminated rather 
than the background area or backlit signs should have opaque backgrounds. 

i.  The light source of externally illuminated signs shall be shielded or out of the public’s view. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.960
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j.  Visible braces and other supporting devices should be avoided but, if required, be incorporated as 
a design feature. 

S.  Maximum lot coverage, 70% (parking included). 

T.  Minimum landscaping/open space. Twenty percent. The height of all planted trees shall be coordinated 
with view corridors and with the height of adjacent buildings. This will help ensure that the view corridors are 
protected. 

U.  Parking requirements. See Chapter 20.945 for additional requirements. 

V.  Transit facilities.  

1.  Depending on the type and intensity of development proposed, certain transit facilities may be 
required including, but not limited to: bus shelters, bus pull-outs, etc. 

2.  Where bus shelters and other transit facilities are provided, they should be located near building 
access and/or activity areas and be incorporated in the building design. 

W.  Utilities. All required utilities shall be constructed underground. 

X.  Lighting. Lighting for development shall be provided in a uniform and consistent manner in terms of 
location and design within a development and in coordination with adjacent development and/or zoning. 
Lighting shall not create offensive glare on adjacent uses and parcels. Lighting shall be uniform and consistent 
along pathways and/or open spaces and public areas and shall be complimentary within developments. 

Y.  Setback requirements.  

1.  Required perimeter setbacks from the project boundary shall be based upon the setbacks of the 
adjacent zone or the following requirements whichever is greater: 

a.  For a structure: 25” 

b.  For a parking lot: 10’ 

c.  For a vehicular accessway: 5’ 

2.  An accessway shared by property zoned commercial and residential is not subject to the yard 
requirement. 

3.  There are no mandatory setbacks required within the site; however, a requirement may be established 
at the time of Planning Commission review depending upon the type and intensity of development 
proposed. 

Z.  Application procedures.  

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.945
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1.  Pre-application conference. Purpose statement. The purpose of the pre-application conference is to 
provide the applicant with the opportunity to explain the proposed development concepts, and for the staff 
to explain all the policies, ordinances, standards, opportunities and other constraints which may be 
applicable to the site and type of proposed development, before the applicant has invested substantial 
design time or become committed to particular design solutions. 

2.  Pre-application requirements. Applicants are required to participate in a pre-application conference 
prior to submission of an application. One or more pre-application conferences may be scheduled to allow 
the applicant and staff to discuss the proposal, the applicable criteria and the requirements for completing 
the application. The discussion shall be based upon a check list of information to be considered in 
preparing an application. Other information may be discussed as pertinent to a particular request. The 
checklist shall include, but not be limited to: 

a.  Parcel size and location. 

b.  Name and address of owner. 

c.  Authorization of agent to act for owner if applicable. 

d.  Comprehensive plan and zoning designations. 

e.  Existing conditions on the applicant’s property and on abutting properties including adjacent land 
uses, potential cooperation or conflict in land use (i.e., shared parking or need for buffers). 

f.  Specifics of the proposal. 

g.  Provision of utilities. 

h.  Access to the site: transit, including transit facilities (i.e. bus shelters, bus pull-out, etc.), roads, 
pedestrian and bikeways. 

i.  Capacity of other services, such as schools. 

j.  Special districts, as applicable; i.e., Shoreline Enhancement Overlay, flood plains, Shoreline Act, 
etc. 

k.  Natural features on the site (i.e., land forms, drainage, wooded areas, and large trees). 

l.  Protection of views. 

3.  Application procedure. Application to the Planning Commission. Zone Changes, Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments, Conditional Uses and Site Plan Review shall be applied for by the property owner(s) and/or 
their agent(s) and shall include the following information and any additional information as determined 
by the pre-application conference. All maps other than vicinity and detail maps of a particular portion of 
the site shall be at the same scale. 
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a.  Zone Text or Map Amendment. 

1.  Vicinity map showing subject property and surrounding parcels and uses, contour lines, and 
nearest public roads. 

2.  Tax map of area being considered for zone change, indicating boundaries, existing zoning 
and existing Comprehensive Plan designation. 

3.  Statement of proposed zone change including existing zoning and proposed zoning; reasons 
for requesting the zone change. 

4.  Existing site conditions including topography, drainage, natural areas and natural features, 
transportation, public facilities, and present use of site. 

5.  Explanation of how the proposed zone change complies with the Comprehensive Plan and 
VMC 18.04 and address the effect of the proposed use of the site on natural resources; natural 
areas; transportation; and public facilities. 

6.  Boundary survey of the site. 

b.  Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

1.  A statement of the specific language proposed for the amendment. 

2.  A full description of any property involved, including: 

a.  Map numbers and a tax map of the site. 

b.  Lot and block, or metes and bounds, whichever is applicable. 

c.  Statement of physical and environmental characteristics of the site. 

d.  A description of how the proposed change in land use or intensity would affect public 
facilities and services, including streets, traffic control, sewer, water, drainage, parks, and 
public costs. 

e.  A description of how the proposed change in policy would meet the requirements of 
VMC 18.04 and VMC 18.08, community needs and stated plan objectives and how it 
would affect the social, economic, and environmental characteristics, including natural 
resources and hazards, of the site. 

c.  Shoreline management application.  

1.  General information 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/18.04
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/18.04
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/18.08
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a.  The application shall be submitted at least forty-five (45) calendar days prior to the 
requested hearing date. 

b.  General location of proposed project. 

c.  Name of water area and/or wetlands within which development is proposed. 

d.  Current use of the property, including buildings and improvements. 

e.  Proposed use of property, including number and use of buildings. 

2.  Site plan. Include the following information: 

a.  Site boundary. 

b.  Property dimensions in vicinity of project. 

c.  Ordinary high water mark. 

d.  Typical cross section or sections showing: 

i.  Existing ground elevations. 

ii.  Proposed ground elevation. 

iii.  Height of existing structures. 

iv.  Height of proposed structures. 

e.  Where appropriate, proposed land contours using five-foot (5) intervals in water area 
and ten-foot (10) intervals on areas landward of ordinary high water mark, if development 
involves grading, cutting, filling, or other alteration of land contours. 

f.  Show dimensions and locations of existing structures which will be maintained. 

g.  Show dimensions and locations of proposed structures. 

h.  Identify source, composition, and volume of any extracted materials, and identify 
proposed disposal area. 

i.  Identify composition and volume of any extracted materials, and identify proposed 
disposal area. 

j.  Location of proposed utilities, such as sewer, septic tanks and drain fields, water, gas, 
and electricity. 
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k.  If the development proposes septic tanks, show how proposed development complies 
with local health and state regulations. 

l.  Shoreline designation according to master program. 

m.  Show which areas are shorelines and which are shorelines of statewide significance. 

3.  Vicinity map.  

a.  Indicate site location using natural points of reference (roads, state highways, 
prominent landmarks, etc.). 

b.  If the development involves the removal of any spoils by dredging or otherwise, 
identify the proposed disposal site on the map. If the disposal site is beyond the confines of 
the vicinity map, provide another vicinity map showing the precise location of the site and 
its distance to the nearest city or town. 

c.  Indicate the general nature of the improvements and land use within 1,000’ in all 
directions from the development site (i.e., residential to the north, commercial to the south, 
etc.). 

d.  Conditional uses.  

1.  Must meet the goals, guidelines and purposes of the Waterfront Mixed Use District. 

2.  Site plan, drawn to scale, indicating existing and proposed structures, setbacks, lot line 
dimensions, building elevations, lot area, utility lines and/or easements and structures of 
adjacent lots which may be affected. 

3.  Narrative which includes a description of the project and statement of compliance with the 
Zoning Ordinance, and Comprehensive Plan policies. 

4.  The following criteria must be addressed: 

a.  The requirements of the zone are met; 

b.  The requirements of section 20.245 VMC Conditional Use Permits are met; 

c.  The site is physically capable of accommodating the proposed use; and 

d.  The functional characteristics of the proposed use are such that it can be made to be 
reasonably compatible with uses in its vicinity. 

e.  Site plan review. The Shoreline Enhancement Overlay requires the submission of a Master 
Development Plan which is comprised of a Concept Plan, a Development Plan and a Phasing 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.245
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Schedule. The Waterfront Mixed Use (WX) guidelines that are applicable to each of these plans are 
as follows: 

1.  Concept Plan. Applicable Guidelines: 

a.  Building Design; 20.650.030(A) (1)-(23). 

b.  Building Scale/Transition; 20.650.030 (B)(1)-(7). 

c.  Building Heights/Views; 20.650.030 (C)(1)-(2). 

d.  Blank facades/Bulk; 20.630.030. 

e.  Pedestrian Access/Orientation; 20.650.040 (A)(1)-(7). 

f.  Landscaping/Screening/Open Space; 20.650.050(A-G). 

g.  Accessibility and clarity; 20.650.040 (B) (1)-(3). 

h.  Site Grading; 20.650.060(B)(1)-(4). 

i.  Pathway Guidelines/Requirements; 20.650.060 (D)(1)-(4). 

2.  Development Plan. Applicable Guidelines: 

a.  Building Design; 20.650.030(A)(1)-(23). 

b.  Building Scale/Transition; 20.650(B)(1)-(7). 

c.  Building Heights/Views; 20.650.030 (C)(1)-(2). 

d.  Blank Facades/Bulk; 20.630.030. 

e.  Pedestrian Access/Orientation; 20.650.040 (A)(1)-(7). 

f.  Landscaping/Screening/Open Space; 20.650.050(A-G). 

g.  Public Amenities; 20.650.060(1)-(2). 

h.  Site Grading; 20.650.060(1)-(4). 

i.  Drainage. 

j.  Art and Furnishings; 20.650.060(C)(1)-(2). 

k.  Pathway Guidelines/Requirements; 20.650.060(D)(1)-(4). 

l.  Screening; 20.650.060(E). 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.630.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.630.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.050
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
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m.  Fencing; 20.650.060(F). 

n.  Signage; 20.650.060(G). 

o.  Maximum Lot Coverage; 20.650.060(H)(1). 

p.  Minimum Landscaping/Open Space; 20.650.060(H)(2). 

q.  Parking Requirements; 20.650.060(I)(1)-(4). 

r.  Utilities; 20.650.060(K) 

s.  Lighting; 20.650.060(L). 

t.  Setback Requirements 20.650.060(M)(1)-(3). (Ord. M-3643, 2004 

 
 

Chapter 20.650 
WATERFRONT MIXED USE (WX) PLAN DISTRICT 

Sections: 
20.650.010    Purpose. 
20.650.020    Applicability. 
20.650.025    Administration. 
20.650.030    Design and Development Standards. 
20.650.040    Accessibility. 
20.650.050    Landscaping and Screening. 
20.650.060    Other Development Standards. 

20.650.010 Purpose. 

A.  The Waterfront Plan District (WX) district is intended to: 

1.  Implement the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan for mixed-use development within the 
waterfront area. 

2.  Ensure functionally coordinated, cohesive site planning and design that maximizes land use through 
mixed-use developments. 

3.  Ensure compatibility of mixed-use developments with the surrounding uses and minimize any off-site 
impacts associated with development. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.650.060
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4.  Encourage water-dependent, -related and -oriented uses within the waterfront area. 

5.  Encourage a high-activity and high-density urban environment that permits access to the waterfront 
not only to the residents of developments, but also to the public at large and invokes a sense of 
community and compatibility with other uses. 

6.  Prohibit the development of single-family detached dwellings. 

7.  Secure public shoreline access to or along the waterfront, to include waterfront access plans, 
construction of waterfront parks, trails, esplanades, bikeways and viewpoints. (Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.650.020 Applicability. 

A.  Small sites. Development on a site located in the WX zone that is 20,000 sq. ft. or less in size shall be 
reviewed by means of site plan review, as governed by Chapter VMC 20.265 Site Plan Review, using the 
design and development standards contained in this Chapter. 

B.  Large sites. Development on a site located in the WX zone that is greater than 20,000 sq. ft. shall require a 
master plan to be reviewed by the Planning Commission as governed by the regulations in VMC 20.260 
Planned Developments, using the design and development standards contained in this Chapter. (Ord. M-3643, 
2004) 

The requirements of this Chapter apply to property that is zoned Waterfront Mixed Use (WX) 

20.650.025 Administration. 

A.  Master plan required. An applicant who proposes any Prior to development within the Columbia River 
Shoreline Enhancement District, the applicant must obtain approval of master plan must submit a master 
development plan per the requirement of Chapter 20.260 VMC, Planned Developments.Chapter 20.620 
Columbia River Shoreline Enhancement Plan District. 

B.  Purposes of master plan.  

1.  Assure that the proposed development is considered as a whole and will conform to the 
Comprehensive Plan and the underlying requirements of the zoning district. 

2.  Require any changes to the Comprehensive Plan and underlying zoning district to be integrated into 
the master plan. 

3.  Assure that phased development is properly coordinated. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.265
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.260
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.260
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4.  Provide the developer/property owner with reliable assurances of the City’s expectations for the 
overall project as a basis for detailed planning and investment. 

5.  Coordinate the master plan process with the requirements of the State Shoreline Management Act and 
the City’s shoreline program, and insofar as applicable with the City’s adopted policy for a waterfront 
trail. (Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.650.030 Design and Development Standards. 

A.  Building design. The following design and development standards shall apply to all development that 
occurs or is proposed in the WX district: 

1.  Multiple buildings on a single site shall be designed to create a strong visual relationship between or 
among the buildings. Architectural treatment of a building shall be consistent on all sides. 

2.  Development shall take into account the relationship of adjacent buildings in terms of height, 
materials, scale and architecture. The goal is to achieve attractive structures and preserve significant 
views. 

3.  Mixed-use developments shall be encouraged to provide increased opportunities for informal and 
planned activities beyond the typical 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. work hours, including secure, well-lighted amenity 
zones and programmed activities. In addition, design that will increase opportunities for activities both 
within the project boundaries and between existing adjacent developments and neighborhoods shall be 
promoted. 

4.  Interest shall be created by both the repetition and changes in various patterns from window openings 
to paving designs. Developers shall consider the use of decorative pavement accents in sidewalks and 
near street intersections. 

5.  When a project occurs in a visually rich context, such as the waterfront, its form, materials, 
orientation, and detailing shall incorporate the assets offered by its setting. 

6.  The size, character and siting of proposed projects shall relate to the functions of adjacent streets and 
pedestrian networks. Buildings shall be oriented to the public rights-of-way and shall be placed close to 
pedestrian movement. 

7.  Environments shall be created that encourage a number of specific activities to front a street, court or 
plaza at ground level to provide variety at a human scale. 

8.  Where feasible, the design of multi-use facilities to accommodate retail and other uses at the 
pedestrian level that increase activity and use shall be encouraged. 
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9.  Buildings shall be designed and located to complement and preserve existing buildings, streets and 
paths, bridges and other elements of the built environment. 

10.  Buildings shall be designed to be complementary in appearance to adjacent structures of good design 
with regard to: 

a.  Materials, color and texture; 

b.  Setbacks; 

c.  Roof lines; 

d.  Height; and 

e.  Overall proportions. 

11.  Where existing buildings are to remain on site, new development shall be designed to: 

a.  Integrate the remaining buildings into the overall design; or 

b.  Provide separate landscaping, remodeling or other treatment that establishes a distinct character 
and function for the remaining buildings. 

c.  Existing pedestrian paths or public areas shall be retained whenever feasible. 

12.  Bus shelters, drinking fountains, benches, mail boxes and related amenities shall be designed to be 
complementary in appearance to buildings. 

13.  The following amenities shall be designed to be complementary in appearance to those buildings or 
structures upon which they are located: windows, doors, mailboxes, mechanical equipment, downspouts, 
utility connections and meters, chimneys, lights, signs, awnings, foundations, vents, stairs, decks and 
railings, weather vanes, aerials and other appendages attached to the roof or projecting above the roofline. 

14.  Awnings, signs and lights shall be placed at the specific location on the wall to define the first floor 
or retail cornice height. 

15.  Trees and other natural elements shall be used to help define building proportion relationships and to 
provide scale to the structure as a whole. 

16.  Thematic consistency shall be encouraged and the variety of styles of building elements shall be 
minimized while allowing a diversity of architecture. 

17.  Buildings shall be designed and located to complement and preserve existing natural landforms. 

18.  To the extent practicable, landforms shall be incorporated as design elements that relate to building 
elevations to determine scale and proportion. 
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19.  Foundations shall be designed to match the scale of the building being supported., Use of berms, re-
siding, or sheathing the foundation structure with wall siding are methods that accomplish this purpose. 

20.  Decks, railings and stairs that relate a building to the contours of the land shall be used. 

21.  Buildings shall be designed to minimize the personal security risks of users and to minimize the 
opportunities for vandalism and theft. 

22 Buildings shall be designed and constructed to reduce noise impacts on interior occupied spaces and 
adjacent property. 

23.  Natural barriers shall be used where possible, and where it is not possible, the use of solid barriers 
such as fences, berms, or structures to reduce sound levels shall be considered. 

24.  Heat pumps or similar mechanical equipment shall be located so that operating noise does not affect 
use of living areas such as bedrooms, outdoor decks, patio areas of the use or adjacent uses. 

B.  Building scale/transition.  

1.  A large structure shall contain design elements that create a transition to the human scale, particularly 
near the ground. 

2.  If a development is larger or smaller than surrounding uses, the design shall provide transitional 
elements at the perimeter to integrate it with its surroundings. 

3.  Transition using variety of scale, pattern and texture of building and landscaping elements is 
encouraged to create a more visually interesting project. 

4.  Buildings shall be designed to reveal or express their primary patterns of use and entry. 

5.  The proposed building orientation shall respect the orientation of surrounding buildings and streets 
and shall relate to other buildings on the same site in regard to pedestrian circulation. 

6.  Buildings shall be designed and located to complement and preserve existing natural landforms, trees, 
shrubs and other natural vegetation, where appropriate. 

7.  A balance in the height, bulk and scale of the buildings constructed within the site shall be achieved 
so that large and/or long blank walls are either not constructed or their features are minimized. These 
standards can be achieved by the use of certain landscape features, specific building materials, limited 
size and length of buildings, preserving significant existing trees, screening mechanical equipment, 
innovative signage, limiting or prohibiting structures within side building setbacks, limited fences and/or 
hedges within view corridors, and visual penetration through structures. 

C.  Building heights/views.  
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1.  Views from the residential areas above the river to the river shall be protected to the greatest extent 
practicable; 

2.  Views within the waterfront property to the river shall be protected to the greatest extent practicable. 
Access to views of both the project’ s users and the general public shall be considered. 

3.  Major views and view corridors that give special emphasis to open space, the river, and special man-
made or natural landmarks shall be protected to the greatest extent practicable. 

4.  Buildings shall be located and designed to provide access to desirable views, while not blocking the 
views of others unnecessarily. 

5.  The maximum overall height allowed in general is 60’ . Higher structures may be allowed if views are 
not significantly impaired by means of a Type II Variance, as governed by VMC 20.290 Variances. 

D.  View analysis. As part of the master development plan, an analysis of views from the residential area 
above the site including view corridors, view profiles and vertical profiles from various locations is required. 
The views and/or view corridors to be protected are perpendicular and at angles to the river and include those 
views from the residential area above to the river and those seen from within the site to the river. (Ord. M-3643, 
2004) 

20.650.040 Accessibility. 

A.  Pedestrian access/orientation.  

1.  Buildings shall reflect a strong sense of human scale and interest within the pedestrian environment. 

2.  Ground floor levels of buildings shall include elements of pedestrian interest. 

3.  Development, especially buildings taller than 40’, shall address pedestrian scale and open space 
requirements and maintain human scale by creating variation of the urban form. 

4.  Separation of pedestrians and automobiles shall be encouraged. This can be accomplished by 
providing on-street parking and/or planting strips between the street and sidewalk. 

5.  The areas immediately adjacent to buildings shall be designed to integrate with the surrounding 
landscape and pedestrian walkways. Elements such as courtyards, colonnades and public art may be used 
to define this space. 

6.  Development shall provide convenient pedestrian access via sidewalks to transit stops. 

7.  Building entrances shall be identifiable and directly accessible from a public sidewalk. Entry areas 
shall be emphasized and strengthened through design articulation. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.290
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B.  Accessibility and clarity.  

1.  Environments shall be created that are understandable and help orient the user and the general public. 

2.  Sites shall be planned to respect existing natural and man-made landmarks and to create landmarks for 
the ease of public recognition. 

3.  Major vistas and panoramas that give special emphasis to open space and the river shall be protected 
to the greatest extent practicable. (Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.650.050 Landscaping and Screening. 

A.  Ground-level equipment. Structures such as antennas and satellite dishes shall be integrated into the 
project architecture and/or landscaping. 

B.  Open space. Open space shall be an integral part of any proposal. Exterior plazas, entry gardens, urban 
parks and sufficient landscaped areas should be clearly defined to strengthen the human scale and reduce the 
visual impact of tall buildings. 

C.  Public and semi-public places. Creation of public and semi-public places at both large and small scales 
shall be promoted to encourage a sense of community, where appropriate. Open spaces shall be designed to 
attract the public through the creation of comfortable places, attractive exhibits and easy access. Any open 
space shall be designed at a human scale to encourage human interaction. 

D.  ADA compliance. Open space shall be designed to be accessible and usable by people those with physical 
limitations and disabilities by complying with the provisions of the Americans With Disabilities Act. 

E.  Landscaping size and spacing. The size and spacing of landscape elements shall be consistent with the size 
of the project and should relate to any identifiable streetscape. 

F.  Landscaping purpose. Landscaping shall provide variety and interest and improve the aesthetic quality of a 
project, in addition to providing a functional purpose. 

G.  Coordination with utilities. The landscape design shall be coordinated with all site utility elements such as 
power lines, transformers, meter boxes, backflow preventers and fire protection devices to effectively diminish 
the impact of such elements on the character of the site. (Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.650.060 Other Development Standards. 

A.  Public amenities.  

1.  Overhangs and canopies shall be integrated in the building design along all pedestrian thoroughfares. 
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2.  Comfortable and attractive street furniture, such as seating and tables, fountains, trash receptacles, 
information kiosks, and directories which are accessible to the physically disabled shall be provided in 
public spaces for public enjoyment and comfort. 

B.  Site grading.  

1.  Site design shall minimize the removal of mature trees and other existing mature vegetation. 

2.  The proposed grading shall be designed with slopes and topographic features that match the natural 
grade to the maximum extent practicable. 

3.  Sites shall be designed to minimize erosion. 

4.  Where they exist in their natural state, significant wetlands, drainageways and streams shall be 
preserved. 

C.  Art and furnishings.  

1.  The use of art is encouraged and shall be integrated into the overall design of a project, if proposed. 

2.  Lighting fixtures and illumination shall be of similar design and character as the project’s building 
components. 

D.  Pathway guidelines/requirements.  

1.  Public use and access to the Columbia River shoreline shall be provided. 

2.  A trail that extends along all of the waterfront from the Burlington Northern Railroad bridge to the 
eastern city limits with viewpoints and access points shall be provided within 35’ of the ordinary high 
water mark. Flexibility may be allowed to vary the location of the path, keeping it as close to the river as 
possible. Under special circumstances, the path may be allowed to vary or depart from the river for short 
distances. Also, it may be necessary from time to time to temporarily close a portion of the path. As part 
of an application submitted in compliance with Section 20.650.025 VMC, the location of the path, 
viewpoints and access points shall be shown and an explanation shall be submitted as to why the 
proposed location is the most appropriate for the site and that the equivalent of the pathway requirement 
can be met. 

3.  Along the pathway there shall be viewpoints and access points provided for the public. The location 
of the viewpoints and access points shall be determined after the analysis required under subsection C 
above, as stated in Building Heights/Views, is complete. 

4.  All applications submitted shall comply with the intent and purposes of Resolution No. M-2739 
regarding the pathway along the river, which outlines the city’s responsibilities in terms of the pathway 
requirement including, but not limited to planning for a trail from the Burlington Northern bridge to the 
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eastern city limits which includes some public amenities and includes the providing by the city of 
adequate maintenance and public safety. 

E.  Screening. All trash cans, trash collection areas, storage yards, service areas and mechanical equipment, 
including heat pumps, air conditioners, emergency generators and water pumps, shall be screened from view or 
placed in locations where they will generally not be visible. Screened materials shall be incorporated into the 
building design. Small rooftop mechanical equipment, including vents, need not be screened if the total area of 
such equipment does not exceed 10 square feet per structure. 

F.  Fencing. A minimum 6’ sight-obscuring fence is required for storage, assembly and/or fabrication uses 
when allowed as a conditional use. 

G.  Signage.  

1.  Types: Business park type monument base signs are permitted. The maximum height of a monument 
base sign is 15’. The maximum size of a monument base sign is 50 square feet. Rotating, flashing and 
free-standing pole, and roof-top signs are prohibited. Fascia signs are permitted as set forth in VMC 
20.960 Signs, provided that they are consistent with the standards set forth in this subsection. 

2.  Standards 

a.  The size, shape, location and design of all signs shall be compatible with building proportions 
and features and be consistent with the overall character of the site. 

b.  Sign locations shall be integrated within the design of the site and adjacent streetscape. 

c.  Signs shall be integrated with landscape elements such as walls, planters, and street furniture and 
be placed so they are not obscured by landscaping when it has reached full maturity. 

d.  Consideration shall be given to the location and design of signs on adjacent parcels. 

e.  Multi-tenant buildings and shopping centers shall all have a comprehensive sign program. 
Provisions should be made for coordination of sign dimensions, materials, textures, colors, 
illumination and method and location of mounting. These signs shall be delineated in a uniform and 
consistent manner. 

f.  Traffic directional signs should be placed to promote safe and efficient traffic flow. 

g.  Signs shall be oriented to promote readability and serve their intended function. 

h.  The use of individual letters for signs is preferred over cabinet signs with brightly lit 
backgrounds or signs that have emphasized backgrounds. Sign letters shall be illuminated rather than 
the background area or backlit signs should have opaque backgrounds. 

i.  The light source of externally illuminated signs shall be shielded or out of the public’s view. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.960
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j.  Visible braces and other supporting devices should be avoided but, if required, be incorporated as 
a design feature. 

H.  Other development standards.  

1.  Maximum lot coverage. The maximum lot coverage shall be 70%, including building footprints and 
all paved areas devoted to vehicular parking, loading and circulation. 

2.  Minimum landscaping/open space. The minimum landscaped area shall be 20%. The height of all 
planted trees shall be coordinated with view corridors and with the height of adjacent buildings. This will 
help ensure that the view corridors are protected. 

I.  Parking requirements.  

1.  Parking adjacent to the river. No parking shall be allowed adjacent to the river. This is to avoid 
potential problems related to storm water run-off and other water quality problems impacting the river and 
to enhance the view corridors through and along the river. In some cases, parking may be allowed 
adjacent to the river but only if 

a.  The parking is required for a water-dependent or a water-related use and no reasonable 
alternative exists; or 

b.  The area of the lot where the parking would be located is depressed 4’ or more below street level. 

2.  Shared parking between and among uses shall be encouraged. 

3.  Joint circulation and shared access between abutting properties is encouraged. 

4.  Adequate lighting for parking lots shall be provided to ensure personal safety. Lighting shall be 
integrated into the architectural character both in terms of illumination. 

J.  Transit facilities.  

1.  Depending on the type and intensity of development proposed, certain transit facilities may be 
required including, but not limited to bus shelters and bus pull-outs. 

2.  Where bus shelters and other transit facilities are provided, they shall be located near building access 
and/or activity areas and be incorporated in the building design. 

K.  Utilities. All required utilities shall be constructed underground. 

L.  Lighting. Lighting for development shall be provided in a uniform and consistent manner in terms of 
location and design within a development and in coordination with adjacent development and/or zoning. 
Lighting shall not create glare beyond the subject parcel’s boundaries. Lighting shall be uniform and consistent 
along pathways and/or open spaces and public areas and shall be complimentary within developments. 
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M.  Setback requirements.  

1.  Required perimeter setbacks from the project boundary shall be based upon the setbacks of the 
adjacent zone or the following requirements whichever is greater: 

a.  For a structure: 25’. 

b.  For a parking lot: 10’. 

c.  For a vehicular accessway: 5’ . 

2.  An accessway shared by property zoned commercial and residential is not subject to the yard 
requirement. 

3.  There are no mandatory setbacks required within the site. However, a requirement may be established 
at the time of Planning Commission review depending upon the type and intensity of development 
proposed. (Ord. M-3643, 2004)\ 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – CRITICAL AREAS PROTECTION 

20.740.020 General Provisions. 

A.  No Net Loss of Functions. Activity shall result in no net loss of functions and values in the critical areas. Since values 
are difficult to measure no net loss of functions and values means no net loss of functions. The beneficial functions 
provided by critical areas include, but are not limited to water quality protection and enhancement; fish and wildlife habitat; 
food chain support; flood storage; conveyance and attenuation of flood waters; ground water recharge and discharge; 
erosion control; and wave attenuation. These beneficial functions are not listed in order of priority. This chapter is also 
intended to protect residents from hazards and minimize risk of injury or property damage. 

B.  Relationship to Other Regulations.  

1.  These critical areas regulations shall apply in addition to zoning and other regulations adopted by the city. 

2.  Any individual critical area that overlaps another type of critical area shall meet the requirements that provide the most 
protection to the critical areas involved. 

3.  When there is a conflict between any provisions of this chapter or any other regulations, that which provides the most 
protection to the subject critical area shall apply. 

4.  Conditions of approval of a project affecting critical areas may be supplemented by a review under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), as locally adopted. 

5.  Compliance with the provisions of this chapter does not constitute compliance with other federal, state, and local 
regulations and permit requirements (for example, Shoreline Substantial Development Permits, Hydraulic Project Approval 
[HPA] permits, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits, 
or National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permits). The applicant is responsible for complying with other state 
and federal requirements in addition to the requirements of this chapter. Obtaining all applicable state and federal permits 
shall be made a condition of a Critical Areas Permit. Such permits shall be obtained prior to issuance of permits for 
development, construction or site disturbance except under the circumstances set forth in VMC 20.740.040(J). 

C.  Jurisdiction.  

1.  All areas within the city meeting the definition of one or more critical areas, whether mapped or not, are hereby 
designated critical areas and with their buffers are subject to the provisions of this chapter. 

2.  Watersheds (VMC 20.150) are those most recently identified and mapped by Clark County Public Works. Watershed 
maps are available from the planning official. Burnt Bridge Creek, Columbia Slope, and Vancouver Lake/Lake River are 
the primary watersheds in Vancouver. 

D.  Warning and Disclaimer of Liability. The standards established herein are minimum standards. The standards are 
established for regulatory purposes only. Minimum compliance with these standards may not be sufficient protection from 
identified or unidentified hazards. City establishment of these minimum standards is not a representation that these 
standards are sufficient protection from any hazard. Critical areas development should be based on sound scientific and 
engineering considerations that may be more stringent than this chapter. The city assumes no liability if these established 
standards prove to be insufficient protection. (Ord. M-4017 § 4, 2012; Ord. M-3844 § 2, 2007; Ord. M-3692 § 2, 2005) 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.040(J)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.150
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E. Interpretation of Critical Area Boundaries. The planning official shall be authorized to interpret the exact location of the 
critical area boundary. Final designations shall be based on site conditions and other available data or information. A person 
who disagrees with the interpretation may appeal the interpretation pursuant to Section 20.255.020(D). 

{MOVED FROM 20.740.040} 

 

20.740.030 Applicability and Exemptions from Requirement to Obtain Permit. 

A. Applicability.  

1. Unless exempted by this chapter [VMC 20.740.030(B)] the provisions of this chapter shall apply to all 
lands, all land uses, clearing and development activity, and all structures and facilities in the city located 
within a critical area or buffer or on a site containing a critical area or buffer including single-family 
residential lots platted prior to 04/29/05 and developments such as play structures that require no other 
permits. 

2. The provisions of this chapter shall apply whether or not a permit or authorization is required. 

3. No person, company, agency, or applicant shall alter a critical area or buffer (including removal of downed 
woody vegetation from or application of chemicals harmful to fish and wildlife within 25 feet of wetlands, 
ponds, lakes, streams or rivers) except as consistent with the requirements of this chapter. 

4. The Critical Areas Permit required pursuant to this chapter shall be obtained prior to undertaking any 
activity or development regulated by this chapter, unless exempted by this chapter. [VMC 20.740.030(B)]. 

B. Statements of Exemption Process  { Process is moved to this location for better flow.} 

For exempt activities listed in 20.740.030(C)(1) below, a written Statement of Exemption from securing a 
Critical Areas Permit must be obtained prior to undertaking any development activity. Activities exempt 
20.740.030(C)(2) do not require a statement of exemption. 

All exempt activities are still subject to the policies and regulations of this Chapter. The planning official shall 
attach Critical Areas Ordinance conditions to the building permits and other permits and approval as necessary 
to enforce the policies and regulations of this chapter. 

The request for the Statement of Exemption shall be in writing, on forms required by the planning official, and 
include the information required by the planning official. 

The planning official shall issue a decision on a request for a Statement of Exemption in writing within 21 
calendar days of receiving the request. 

C. Exemptions from Requirement to Obtain a Critical Areas Permit.  

1. Activities for which a Statement of Exemption is required. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.255.020(D)
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Applicants for the exempt activities listed in VMC 20.740.030(B)(1)(a-c) shall first obtain a written Statement 
of Exemption from securing a Critical Areas Permit, prior to undertaking any development activity. This 
process verifies that the action is exempt from the permitting process of the Critical Areas Ordinance. 
However, all exempt activities are still subject to the policies and regulations of this Chapter. The 
planning official shall attach Critical Areas Ordinance conditions to the building permits and other 
permits and approval as necessary to enforce the policies and regulations of this chapter. 

The request for the Statement of Exemption shall be in writing, on forms required by the planning official, and 
include the information required by the planning official. 

The planning official shall issue a decision on a request for a Statement of Exemption in writing within 21 
calendar days of receiving the request. 

{Moved to B} 

The following activities shall obtain a Statement of Exemption under 20.740.030(B) above: 

a. Existing Structure Remodel – Impervious Surface Increase Less than 500 Square  {Header Added} 

Development or clearing, outside areas of special flood hazards and other than tree removal, as minimally 
necessary to remodel an existing structure, provided: 

1. The activity will increase the footprint of structures including impervious surfaces by less than 500 
square feet from the footprint size at the time of the adoption of this chapter; and 

2. If the structure or impervious surface is within a critical area or buffer, the distance from the nearest 
structure or impervious surface to lakes, streams, rivers, wetlands or geological hazards is not 
decreased; and 

3. All vegetation disturbed as a result of the development shall be replaced one-to-one, except trees 
shall be replaced using tree units derived from VMC 20.770, Tree Conservation. Native vegetation 
shall be used where feasible. 

4. Impacts to critical areas and buffers shall be minimized and mitigated. 

b. No Impervious Surface Increase in the Riparian Management Area or Riparian Buffer  

  Development activity on the portions of sites with existing structures or impervious surfaces which does 
not increase the impervious surface area within the Riparian Management Area or Riparian Buffer and 
which is not otherwise exempt under VMC 20.740.030(B), shall be exempt from the provisions of VMC 
20.740.110 (Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas). The applicant is encouraged to provide 
enhancement to the extent feasible. Such enhancement activities may include, but are not limited to, 
landscaping using native plants, additional treatment of stormwater as appropriate, and implementation of 
best management practices that would enhance habitat functions. 

c. Approved Subarea Plan with EIS 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.770
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.110
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  Development activity covered by and in compliance with all the conditions of an approved subarea plan 
that contains: 

1.  Baseline information on existing critical areas and their functions at the level of detail required for 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA); 

2.  An analysis of the impacts of full development at the level of detail required for an EIS under SEPA 
and in keeping with the plan; and 

3.  Mitigation for those impacts consistent with the requirements of this chapter. 

d.  Fence 

A fence may be installed in a critical area buffer (not in a critical area) where: 

1.  The fence is necessary for safety and security; 

2.  The property was developed prior to the effective date of VMC 20.740 (April 29, 2005); 

3.  The fence is designed and installed in a manner that protects the critical area and buffer functions 
and blends with the critical area environment. 

e. On-site Critical Area will be Avoided 

Development may be permitted on a site containing a critical area or buffer not also subject to state or 
federal permits where the Planning Official determines that the critical areas and buffers will be clearly 
avoided using the following procedures and criteria: 

1.  The Planning Official has visited the site; 

2.  The critical area(s) and buffer(s) has/have been identified in the field and clearly mapped by a 
qualified professional through an approved, limited-scope Critical Areas Report (for example, a 
wetland boundary delineation without categorization or functional assessment, but with the 
minimum documentation necessary to justify the boundary location); except that for a single-family 
or duplex residential development on a property with a stream not regulated under the state 
Shoreline Management Act, its Riparian Management Area or Riparian Buffer, the Planning Official 
may accept an aerial photo overlain with 2’ contour lines from the Clark County Digital Atlas with 
the required information drawn to scale by someone other than a qualified professional. 

3.  The site plan and final plat show a development envelope within which all development activity 
will take place, and a note identifying the development envelope and its purpose is placed on the 
face of the site plan and the final plat; 

4.  The boundaries of the development envelope are clearly outside of all maximum critical areas 
and all maximum buffers. The maximum critical area and maximum buffer are the greatest that may 
be applied under any circumstances. (For example, under this chapter, the maximum wetland buffer 
that could be applied under any circumstance is 300’; the maximum Riparian Management Area is 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740
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100’, and the maximum Riparian Buffer is 75’ from the outer boundary of the Riparian Management 
Area). 

f. Fire-Defensible Space 

  Maintaining fire-defensible space around a structure to reduce fire hazards, involving regular 
maintenance of existing trees at least 6” diameter at breast height, grasses, and underbrush, not tree 
removal or other ground-disturbing or soil-destabilizing activities. Creating fire-defensible space 
(see VMC 20.740.040(I)) or undertaking other development requires a Critical Areas Permit under 
VMC 20.740.040(B)(1)(f) and could require other permits as well. 

1.  Pruning trees, grasses, and brush within a critical area or buffer to maintain fire-defensible space 
around a structure may be permitted when one or more of the following criteria is met: 

a.  The structure nearest the property line is within 30’ of a slope of at least 25% (also 
designated as a landslide hazard area under this chapter); 

b.  The nearest structure is within 30’ of a forested area; 

c.  The vegetation within 30’ of the structure is comprised of less than 50% native species; 

d.  The vegetation within 30’ of the structure is higher than 12”; 

e.  Trees are crowded within 30’ of the structure or overhanging the structure’s roof; 

f.  The structure is located in an area designated by the Fire Marshal as a “Wildfire Safety 
Area.” 

2.  When maintenance of a fire-defensible space is permitted, the following standards shall apply: 

a.  Trees may be pruned or limbed-up to mitigate a hazard, but trees may not be removed 
without a Critical Areas Permit and any other necessary permit(s) (See VMC 
20.740.040(B)(1)(f) and .040(I) on creating fire-defensible space). 

b.  Grasses and underbrush shall be maintained between 8” and 12” in height. 

c.  Topping trees is prohibited. 

d.  Any debris from pruning shall be disposed of promptly and properly. 

2. Activities for which a Statement of Exemption is not required. 

Reasonable methods shall be used to avoid potential impacts to critical areas. Any damage to, or 
alteration of, a critical area that is not a necessary outcome of the exempt activity shall be corrected at 
the property owner’s expense. 

The follow activities are exempt from needing a Critical Areas Permit and do not require a statement 
of exemption: 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.040(I)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.040(B)(1)(f)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.040(B)(1)(f)
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a.  Emergencies.  

Those activities necessary to prevent an immediate threat to public health, safety, or welfare, or that 
pose an immediate risk of property damage and that require remedial or preventative action in a 
timeframe too short to allow for compliance with the requirements of this chapter, so long as all of the 
following apply: 

1.  The emergency action uses reasonable methods to address the emergency. 

2.  The emergency action must have the minimum possible impact to the critical area or its buffer. 

3.  The property owner, person or agency undertaking such action shall notify the city within one 
working day following commencement of the emergency activity. 

4.  Within 14 days the planning official shall determine if the action taken was within the scope of 
the emergency actions allowed in this section. If the planning official determines that the action 
taken, or any part of the action taken was beyond the scope of an allowed emergency action, then 
enforcement provisions of VMC 20.740.090 shall apply. 

5.  After the emergency, the property owner, person or agency undertaking the action shall fully 
fund and conduct necessary restoration and/or mitigation for any impacts to the critical area and 
buffers resulting from the emergency action in accordance with an approved Critical Areas Report 
and mitigation plan. The property owner, person or agency undertaking the action shall apply for 
review. The alteration, Critical Areas Report, and mitigation plan shall be reviewed by the city in 
accordance with the review procedures contained in this chapter. 

6.  Restoration and/or mitigation activities must be initiated within three months of the date of the 
emergency or as otherwise determined by the planning official, and completed in a timely manner. 

b. Valid Critical Areas Permit 

Any development proposed on property pursuant to a currently valid Critical Areas Permit, provided 
all conditions and requirements of the Critical Areas Permit are met and the proposed activity is within 
the scope of the original permit. 

c. Hazard Tree 

Emergency or hazard tree removal (as defined in VMC 20.770) conducted so that critical area impacts 
are minimized. 

d. Landscape Maintenance 

Landscape maintenance (other than tree removal or use of pesticides, herbicides, fungicides or 
fertilizers applied into or within 25 feet of water bodies) consistent with accepted horticultural 
practices, such as those recommended by the Washington State University Extension Service, within 
the boundaries of an existing lawn, garden or landscaped area and not associated with development. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.090
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.770
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e. Noxious or Invasive Plants 

Clearing of noxious or invasive plants using hand-held equipment such as a weed-whacker, provided 
(1) fueling and maintenance take place outside the critical area and buffer; (2) all cleared vegetation is 
taken away and disposed of properly; and (3) denuded soils are stabilized with native vegetation. The 
City of Vancouver’s Noxious or Invasive Plants List and Native Plant Species List are available from 
the Planning Official. 

f. Pesticides, Herbicides, Fungicides or Fertilizers 25 feet from Critical Area 

Application of pesticides, herbicides, fungicides or fertilizers farther than 25 feet from any wetland, 
pond, lake, stream or river or in a manner specified in a valid permit. 

g. State or Federal Approved Conservation or Preservation 

State or federally approved conservation or preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish, shellfish, and 
other wildlife that does not entail changing the structure or functions of the existing critical area or 
buffer. 

h. Harvesting Wild Crops 

The harvesting of wild crops in a manner that is not injurious to natural reproduction of such crops or 
other native vegetation and provided the harvesting does not require tilling of soil, planting of crops, 
chemical applications, or alteration of the critical area or buffer by changing existing topography, 
water conditions or water sources. 

i. Passive Activities 

Passive outdoor recreation, education, and scientific research activities such as fishing, hiking, and bird 
watching that do not degrade the critical area or buffer. 

j. Land surveys, soil sampling, percolation tests, and other related activities 

In every case, impacts to the critical area or buffer shall be minimized and disturbed areas shall be 
stabilized immediately. 

k. Navigational Aids and Boundary Markers 

Construction or modification of navigational aids and boundary markers. Impacts to the critical area 
or buffer shall be minimized and disturbed areas shall be restored within 72 hours. 

l. Agricultural Activities 

Existing and ongoing agricultural activities protected under the federal Food Security Act occurring in 
wetland areas. 
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m.  Existing and ongoing agriculture within fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas so long as 
livestock and application of pesticides, herbicides, fungicides and fertilizers are kept 25 feet from any 
water body. 

mn.State or Federally Approved Restoration or Enhancement Project 

  Implementation of a state or federally approved restoration or enhancement project not related to any 
development project. 

n. Operation, Repair and Maintenance 

o.  Operation, repair and maintenance of existing structures, infrastructure, roads, sidewalks, railroads, 
trails, dikes, or levees or water, sewer, stormwater, power, gas, telephone, cable, or fiber optic facilities 
if the activity does not further increase the impact to, or encroach farther within, the critical area or 
buffer and there is no increased risk to life or property as a result of the proposed operation, repair, or 
maintenance. 

o. Areas with only ground shaking or liquefaction hazards 

In areas with only ground shaking or liquefaction hazards, repair or construction of roads, sidewalks or 
trails (except where there are structures), or water, sewer, stormwater, gas, power, cable, or fiber optic 
facilities shall be exempt from the ground shaking and liquefaction permitting requirements. 

pq. Public improvement projects located within existing impervious surface areas. 

qr. City, State or Federally Approved Stand-alone "Critical Area" Creation Project 

Implementation of a city, state or federally approved stand-alone "critical area" creation project that is 
not mitigation. A "Critical Area" created under these circumstances that would not otherwise have met 
the definition of that type of critical area is exempt from the provisions of this chapter. Also see the 
definition of "Wetlands" at VMC 20.150. 

rs. Clearing in Frequently Flood Area and/or Seismic Hazard Area Only 

Clearing vegetation within the floodplain but outside the Riparian Management Area or Riparian 
Buffer (see VMC 20.740.040(B)(1)(f)). 

t.  Clearing vegetation in critical areas that are only seismic hazard areas (see VMC 
20.740.040(B)(1)(f)). 

su Fence Repair 

Maintenance, repair, and in-kind replacement of existing fences. 

t. Seismic Hazard Areas Only  

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.150
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.040(B)(1)(f)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.040(B)(1)(f)
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Sites identified as located within only a Seismic Hazard Area (VMC 20.740.130 – Geologic Hazard 
Areas) shall be exempt from needing to obtain a critical areas permit. All projects within the Seismic 
Hazard Area must comply with the Building Code at time of building permit review including 
providing a geotechnical report. 

{ Comment - Requiring a report from a geotech prior to building permit has only created extra work for applicants 
and staff as all the code only says that the project must comply with the building code. Therefore it makes sense to 
not require a critical areas permit at land use permit as this is best handled at building permit.} 

(Ord. M-4034 § 23, 2012; Ord. M-4017 § 5, 2012; Ord. M-3931 § 22, 2009; Ord. M-3922 § 36, 2009; Ord. M-3844 
§ 2, 2007; Ord. M-3692 § 2, 2005) 

20.740.040 Approval Process. 

A.  Initial Critical Areas Determination Process.  

1.  Pre-application Conference Required. Unless waived pursuant to VMC 20.210.080(B), prior to the city’s 
consideration of any proposed activity not found to be exempt under Exemptions [VMC 20.740.030(B)], 
the applicant shall submit to the department a Pre-application Request Form and other required 
information pursuant to VMC 20.210.080. Provided, pre-application conferences shall not be required for 
proposed activities within only ground shaking or liquefaction areas or within any critical areas for 
proposals involving only an addition to an existing single-family home, including accessory structures. 

The planning official shall review the submitted information, conduct a site inspection, review other 
information available pertaining to the site and the proposal, and make a determination as to whether a 
Critical Areas Permit is required. 

a.  Decision Indicators. The planning official shall use the following indicators whenever available, to assist in 
determining the need for a Critical Areas Permit: 

1.  Indication by the city’s critical area location information of a critical area or buffer that may be impacted 
by the proposed activity; 

2.  Information and scientific opinions from appropriate agencies, including but not limited to the Washington 
Departments of Fish and Wildlife, Natural Resources, and Ecology; 

3.  Documentation, from a scientific or other reasonable source, of the possible presence of a critical area or 
buffer. 

b.  Interpretation of Critical Area Boundaries. The planning official shall be authorized to interpret the exact 
location of the critical area boundary. Final designations shall be based on site conditions and other 
available data or information. A person who disagrees with the interpretation may appeal the interpretation 
pursuant to Section 20.255.020(D). 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.080(B)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030(B)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.080
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.255.020(D)
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2.  Pre-application Waiver. In the event that the planning official grants a pre-application waiver pursuant to 
VMC 20.210.080(B) the planning official shall either attach a Statement of Exemption, if applicable, or 
document in the pre-application waiver letter that a Critical Areas Permit is required. 

3.  Decision on Pre-application. The planning official shall make one of the following decisions in the pre-
application staff report: 

a.  Critical Areas Permit Not Required. If the planning official’s analysis indicates that there is no critical area 
or buffer on the subject property, then the planning official shall determine that the initial critical area 
review is complete and that no further review is required. The planning official shall issue a Statement of 
Exemption and include it with the Pre-application report. 

b.  Critical Areas Permit Required. If the planning official determines that a critical area or its buffer may be 
located on the subject property, the planning official shall determine that a Critical Areas Permit is 
required, and shall indicate each of the critical area types to be addressed in the critical areas report. 

4.  Reconsideration of planning official’s Initial Critical Area Determination. A determination may be 
reconsidered by the planning official if new information is received. If the applicant wants greater 
assurance of the accuracy of the critical area review determination, the applicant may choose to hire a 
qualified professional to provide such assurances. 

B.  Final A. Critical Areas Permit Process. {Process is hard to follow simplifying} 

1. Pre-application Conference Required. A preapplication meeting or waiver per VMC 20.210 is 
required prior to submitting a critical areas permit. Provided, pre-application conferences shall not be 
required for the following: 

a. Proposed activities within only ground shaking and/or liquefaction areas 

b. Proposals involving only an addition to an existing single-family home, including accessory 
structures. 

c. Other minor improvements determined by the Planning Official to not warrant a pre-application 
meeting. 

21.   Type I Application Critical Areas Permit. The following activities shall be processed as a All 
Critical Areas Permits as determined to be necessary under Chapter 20.740 and as stated below shall 
be processed as a Type I permit or when submitted with another land use application, reviewed 
according to the procedures of the underlying land use application pursuant  to VMC 20.210. 
20.210.040 except a pre-application conference shall be required unless waived pursuant to VMC 
20.210.080(B) or the activity is proposed within only a ground shaking or liquefaction hazard area:  

 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.080(B)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.040
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.210.080(B)
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a.  New single-family and duplex residences, alterations to existing single-family and duplex 
residences, or new accessory structures located within a critical area or buffer, or on a property 
containing a critical area or buffer. 

b.  Application of pesticides, herbicides, fungicides or fertilizers within 25 feet of ponds, lakes, 
streams, rivers or wetlands. 

c.  Approval of agricultural activities within 25 feet of ponds, lakes, streams or rivers. 

d.  Critical Area restoration or enhancement projects not related to any development project; and 
establishment of mitigation banks. 

e.  Public improvement projects located entirely within the previously improved portion of the right-
of-way, not otherwise exempted by this Chapter by VMC 20.740.030(B)(2)(q). 

f.  Clearing vegetation within a critical area or buffer, including: (1) grading, uprooting or other 
activities that impair the soil stabilization function of vegetation in landslide hazard areas (VMC 
20.740.130(C)(1)(c)); (2) removal of downed woody vegetation from wetlands, lakes, streams or 
rivers; and (3) removal of trees, grasses, or brush to create fire-defensible space (VMC 20.740.040(I)). 
However, clearing vegetation within the area of special flood hazard outside of the Riparian 
Management Area and Buffer and in seismic hazard areas shall not require a permit (see VMC 
20.740.030 (B)(2)(s) and (t)). 

g.  Approval of programmatic permits (VMC 20.740.040(H)) for activities within critical areas or 
buffers. 

2.  Other Application Types. All other activities proposed within any critical area or buffer shall be reviewed 
according to the procedures of the underlying land use application. 

3.  Review Procedure. The planning official shall make a determination as to whether the proposed activity 
and mitigation, if any, are consistent with the provisions of Title 20. The planning official’s determination 
shall be based on the approval criteria of VMC 20.740.060. The Critical Areas Permit shall be valid for as long 
as the underlying land use permit or as otherwise specified by the planning official. 

 

CB.  Notice on Title – Covenant and Tracts.  

1.  Covenants. This section applies to all nonexempt projects that involve critical areas and buffers. 

a.  In order to inform subsequent purchasers of real property of the existence of critical areas, the 
owner of any property containing a critical area or buffer on which a development proposal is 
approved shall file a covenant with the county records and elections division according to the 
direction of the city. The covenant shall state the presence of the critical area or buffer on the 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030(B)(2)(q)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.130(C)(1)(c)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030(B)(2)(s)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030(B)(2)(t)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.060
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property, the application of this chapter to the property, and the fact that limitations on actions in or 
affecting the critical area or buffer may exist. The covenant shall “run with the land.” 

b.  The applicant shall submit proof that the covenant has been filed for public record before the city 
approves any site development or construction for the property or, in the case of subdivisions, short 
subdivisions, planned unit developments, binding site plans, and other developments that involve 
platting, at or before recording of the plat. 

2.  Tracts. This section applies in addition to VMC 20.740.040(C B)(1) to projects that involve platting 
on properties containing fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, wetlands, and their buffers. The 
Planning Official may also apply this section to developments that involve platting on properties 
containing geologic hazard areas and their buffers. The location of the tract, critical area(s), and buffer(s) 
shall be shown on the face of the plat. See VMC 20.740.040(C B)(2)(b) for exceptions. 

a.  The property owner shall place the subject critical areas and buffers in one or more 
nondevelopable tracts except when: 

1.  Creation of a nonbuildable tract would result in violation of minimum lot depth standards; 
or 

2.  The responsible official determines a tract is impractical. 

b.  When an exception in VMC 20.740.040(C B)(2)(a) applies, residential lots may extend into the 
critical area(s) or buffer(s) provided: 

1.  The location of the outer perimeter of the critical area(s) and buffer(s) are marked in the 
field and approved by the Planning Official prior to the commencement of permitted activities 
and maintained throughout the duration of the permit. 

2.  A permanent physical demarcation along the outer/upland boundary of the critical area 
buffer(s) is installed and thereafter maintained. Such demarcation may consist of fencing, 
hedging or other prominent physical marking that allows wildlife passage, blends with the 
critical area environment, and is approved by the Planning Official. 

3.  Permanent signs are posted at an interval of one per lot for single family residential uses or 
at a maximum interval of 200’, or as otherwise determined by the Planning Official, and must 
be perpetually maintained by the property owner. The sign shall be worded as follows or with 
alternative language approved by the Planning Official: “The area beyond this sign is a critical 
area or critical area buffer. Alteration or disturbance is prohibited by law. Please call the City of 
Vancouver for more information.” 

C D.  Financial Assurances.  
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1.  When mitigation required pursuant to a development proposal is not completed prior to the city final 
permit approval, such as final plat approval or final building inspection, the city shall require the applicant 
to provide security in a form and amount deemed acceptable by the city. If the development proposal is 
subject to mitigation, the applicant shall provide security in a form and amount deemed acceptable by the 
city to ensure mitigation is fully functional (including but not limited to construction, maintenance, and 
monitoring). 

2.  The security shall be in the amount of 125% of the estimated cost of restoring the functions of the 
critical area that are at risk. 

3.  The security authorized by this section shall remain in effect until the city determines, in writing, that 
the standards for which the security is required for have been met. Bonds or other security shall be held 
by the city for a minimum of five (5) years to ensure that the required mitigation has been fully 
implemented and demonstrated to function, and may be held for longer periods when necessary. 

4.  Depletion, failure, or collection of bond funds shall not discharge the obligation of an applicant or 
violator to complete required mitigation, maintenance, monitoring, or restoration. 

5.  Public development proposals shall be relieved from having to comply with the bonding requirements 
of this section if public funds have previously been committed in the project budget or capital 
improvement budget for mitigation, maintenance, monitoring, or restoration. 

6.  Failure to satisfy any critical area requirements established by law or condition including, but not 
limited to, the failure to provide a monitoring report within 30 days after it is due or comply with other 
provisions of an approved mitigation plan shall constitute a default, and the city may demand payment of 
any financial guarantees or require other action authorized by the city code or any other law. 

7.  Any funds recovered pursuant to this section shall be used to complete the required mitigation. Excess 
funds shall be returned to the applicant. 

D E.  Critical Area Inspections. Reasonable access to the site shall be provided to the city, state, and federal 
agency review staff for the purpose of inspections during any proposal review, restoration, emergency action, 
or monitoring period. 

E F.  Reconsideration of planning official’s determination. If, within five (5) days following the date of 
mailing of a Critical Areas Permit, new information relevant to the decision is made available, any party may 
request that the decision be reconsidered. If the new information is found to be substantial and relevant to the 
critical area review, the planning official may reopen the critical area review and make a new determination 
based on the revised report. The Critical Areas Permit shall not be considered final and subject to appeal until 
the decision on the request for reconsideration, if applied for, has been issued. 

F G.  Appeals. Any decision to approve, condition, or deny a development proposal or other activity based on 
the requirements of this chapter may be appealed according to VMC 20.110.130. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.110.130


54 
 
 

G H.  Programmatic Permits. The purpose of a programmatic permit is to provide for on-going, routine 
maintenance, operation, or repair activities on sites containing critical areas or buffers (1) so as not to impair 
an agency’s or business’s ability to operate effectively and efficiently; and (2) at the same time protect critical 
areas and buffers in accordance with this chapter. 

1.  In addition to the submittal requirements in VMC 20.740.050, applicants for a programmatic permit 
shall submit a proposed management plan. The management plan shall contain: 

a.  A narrative explaining the need for the programmatic permit. 

b.  A list of the on-going, routine, maintenance, operation, or repair activities that impact or 
potentially impact critical areas and buffers. 

c.  A description of the potentially impacted critical area and buffer functions. 

d.  Proposed measures and standards for avoiding impacts to critical area and buffer functions and 
where unavoidable, minimizing and mitigating those impacts to achieve no net loss of functions. 

e.  A training program ensuring that all employees, contractors, and individuals under the 
supervision of the applicant who are involved in permitted activities understand and perform in 
accordance with the terms of the permit. 

2.  A programmatic permit may be approved for up to seven years. The permit duration may be tied to 
other permits or processes. 

3.  Every 2 years within 30 days of the anniversary of permit issuance for the duration of the permit, the 
applicant shall submit a report to the Planning Official summarizing activities undertaken under the 
programmatic permit including any issues to be resolved. The report shall also document the training 
provided in accordance with VMC Section 20.740.040(HG)(1)(e). 

4.  The applicant or the City may initiate an amendment to the programmatic permit to respond to permit 
performance issues. An amendment shall be considered through a Type 1 process following a pre-
application conference. 

5.  An application for reauthorization of a programmatic permit shall be submitted at least 90 days prior 
to the date the current permit expires. Programmatic permits may be reauthorized through a Type 1 
process following a required pre-application conference. Permit standards and conditions may be 
modified to conform to the current codes, policies, and standards or based on past performance. Where 
the review of the reauthorization application will extend beyond the expiration date of the current 
programmatic permit, the Planning Official may extend the duration of the current permit for 30 days at a 
time, not to exceed 180 days. 

H I.  Trees, grasses, and brush in a critical area or buffer may be pruned or removed to create fire-defensible 
space around a structure (see VMC 20.740.040(BA)(12)(f)) when one or more of the criteria in VMC 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.050
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20.740.030(B)(1)(g)(1)(a-f) is met. When creating fire-defensible space is permitted, the following standards 
shall apply: 

1.  Grasses and underbrush shall be maintained between 8” and 12” in height. 

2.  Trees may be pruned, limbed-up, or removed. Topping trees is prohibited. 

3.  Removal of vegetation in a landslide hazard area is prohibited during the wet season (November 1st to 
May 1st). The area must be immediately replanted to ensure soil stability. The property owner shall 
maintain the newly planted vegetation to ensure its survival. 

4.  Any debris from vegetation removal shall be disposed of promptly and properly. 

5.  Required replantings shall be of native, fire-resistant species. A list of native, fire-resistant species is 
available from the Planning Official. 

I J.  Development may be permitted on a site containing a critical area(s) or buffer(s) which may also be 
subject to state or federal permits prior to all necessary state or federal permits being obtained when all of the 
following criteria are met: 

1.  A phased master plan is submitted under VMC 20.260 or .268 as appropriate, demonstrating: 

a.  how the maximum critical area(s) and maximum buffer(s) will be clearly avoided (VMC 
20.740.030(B)(2)(e)(1-3)) until all local, state, or federal permits are obtained; 

b.  how each phase could be permitted as an individual project not relying on development of any 
other phases in any way; 

c.  how each phase could be developed regardless of whether any or all of the pending state or 
federal permits are ever obtained; 

d.  no net loss of critical area functions for each phase and for the project as a whole, regardless of 
whether any or all of the pending state or federal permits are ever obtained. 

2.  Development is permitted only in the area that clearly avoids (VMC 20.740.030(B)(2)(f)(1)(a)) the 
maximum critical area(s) and buffer(s). 

(Ord. M-4105 § 3, 2014; Ord. M-4017 § 6, 2012; Ord. M-3959 § 37, 2010; Ord. M-3931 § 23, 2009; Ord. M-3844 § 2, 2007; 
Ord. M-3692 § 2, 2005) 

 

20.740.140 Wetlands. 
{Minor Change to table to be consistent with recent change in state law}. 

Table 20.740.140-2. RATING SYSTEM 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.260
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.740.030(B)(2)(f)(1)(a)
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2408 Main Street • P.O. Box 225 • Vancouver, WA 98666 
(360) 696-9870 • (503) 230-1414 • Fax (360) 696-8453 

 E-mail: edhovee@edhovee.com  

Economic and Development Services 

 
 

MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  
To: Paul Hutchins 

Hutchins Development Holdings LLC  

From:  Eric Hovee 

Subject: Vancouver Olympia Drive Residential Market & Rezone Evaluation 

Date:  May 7, 2019 

 
On behalf of Hutchins Development Holdings, LLC (Hutchins), the economic and development 
consulting firm E. D. Hovee & Company, LLC (EDH) has prepared this memorandum in support 
of a comprehensive plan and zone change for 4.32 acres at NE 4th Street and SE Olympia Drive 
in Vancouver Washington from a light industrial (IL) to a high density residential (R-30) 
designation.  

Adjoined by both residential and commercial uses, the subject site is currently zoned for light 
industrial use that – with the exception of lower rent and non-urban office space – has yet to 
materialize. Consistent with adopted city policy, Hutchins is proposing re-designation to 
accommodate high density (30 unit per acre) residential use as more market viable and as a 
means to better address an adopted City policy objective to “promote the long-term economic 
health of the city.” 

The remainder of this residential market and rezone evaluation covers the following topics:1  

At-A-Glance Summary 
Existing Conditions 

Need for Market Rate Multi-Family Housing 
Suitability for Industrial Development 

City Policy Framework 
Benefits Summarized 

This report has been revised to address questions and comments received from the City of 
Vancouver review of a preliminary draft market report provided in conjunction with a pre-
application conference on April 4.  Attached as an appendix is a supplemental analysis of 
population and employment build-out associated with the City of Vancouver’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.  
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AT-A-GLANCE SUMMARY 
Principal findings of this residential market and rezone evaluation are summarized as follows. 

Existing Conditions. While designated for industrial use, none of the IL zoned properties on 
Olympia Drive have been developed for traditional industrial uses – but rather for single-story 
office use – all developed pre-recession. Properties east of 136th Avenue and immediately to 
the north and south of the subject property are designated primarily for residential and mixed 
use – with undeveloped properties sites primarily oriented to higher density residential.  

Need for Market Rate Multi-Family Housing. The most up-to-date and readily available 
market information clearly indicates that East Vancouver / NE Clark County is more in need of 
additional multi-family housing than most other areas of the metro region or Clark County. 
While new residential construction is occurring, the supply of new units has yet to catch up with 
the need to fully serve as-yet un-met east Vancouver resident rental demand.  

While east Vancouver is recognized as a strong market for rental apartments and is 
experiencing rapid job growth, population growth is lagging behind the rest of Clark County and 
the metro region – due to limited multi-family residential development. A clear indicator of 
under-supply is that eastside rents are rising more rapidly than for the rest of the metro region.  

Not Suitable for Industrial Development. Two overall observations stand out from this 
review. First, Cascade Park including the area immediately surrounding the subject site is no 
longer a significant part of Clark County’s competitive inventory of space for industrial use. 
Specifically noted is that CREDC has identified no viable industrial sites between I-205 and 
about the 162nd/164th Avenue corridors. Second, while office activity is permitted on IL-
designated lands, the subject site appears to be a secondary and less desired location for office 
use than other competitive properties available in the Cascade Park area or county-wide. 

City Policy Framework. This proposal addresses a pivotal City policy (EC-5) aimed to avoid 
reducing the “long-term capacity for high wage employment” except where “the proposed 
change would promote the long-term economic health of the city.” Because more employment 
land is now designated than required to meet the employment needs of Vancouver residents, 
there would be no effective reduction in needed employment capacity with the rezone as 
proposed. Because of its configuration and location, the site could be more effectively used to 
complement the adjoining neighborhood with high density residential rather than with added 
lower valued and low density office use no longer suited to the area’s residential character.  

Benefits of Proposed Land Use Re-Designation. Principal benefits of the proposed re-
designation from IL to R-30 zoning are to: provide more housing needed to better serve rapid 
job growth in east Vancouver; make rental housing that is in high demand more available and 
affordable; reduce the risk that over-supplied employment sites at secondary locations remain 
vacant; avoid net loss of marketable industrial land; and better address Vancouver’s adopted 
policy to promote the long-term economic health of the City for quality jobs and housing.  
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The subject 4.32 acre site is situated at the intersection of NE 4th Street and SE Olympia Drive in 
east Vancouver. The site consists of 18 parcels being purchased from Educational Service 
District 112. Key nearby roadway arterials are the east-west Mill Plain Boulevard and SE 136th 
Avenue as a north-south corridor central to vicinity area traffic access and circulation.  

Subject Site Location & Area Zoning 

 
Source: Clark GIS and E. D. Hovee. 

As depicted by the map above, the subject site is zoned for light industrial (IL) use. The primary 
adjacent zoning is for R-6 single family residential use to the immediate north and east of the 
property and mixed use (MX) zoning immediately to the south and east. Within the vicinity are 
a number of higher density residential zones – R-18, R-22, and R-30. Community Commercial 
(CC) is primarily oriented to the Mill Plain Corridor and there is an Office Campus Industrial 
(OCI) designation shown for an area north of Mill Plain and west of SE 136th Avenue. 
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Vancouver’s Comprehensive Plan identifies the following uses and zoned densities associated 
with each of these designations.   

Industrial. This Comprehensive Plan designation is associated with two corresponding zoning 
districts found in the immediate vicinity of the Hutchins subject site:  

• Light Industrial (IL) – intended for light manufacturing, warehousing, and industrial 
services with provision for office uses.  

• Office-Campus-Industrial (OCI) – for light industry, office and limited supporting uses.  

Commercial. Out of eight commercial designations city-wide, one is applied in this area: 

• Community Commercial (CC) – for medium scale commercial uses and services 
(including office uses), typically serving more than one neighborhood and located near 
collector or street intersections. 

Residential. Out of nine zoning designations city-wide, five are found near the subject site:  

• Urban Lower Density – predominantly for single family detached residential 
development with just one zone of four city-wide found near the subject site. The R-6 
low-density residential district is associated with a minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet 
and a density of 4.5-5.8 units per net acre – albeit with some civic and institutional uses 
permitted on a limited or conditional basis.  

• Urban Higher Density – intended for apartments and condominiums, with some 
allowance for attached housing and mixed use. The area around this site features three 
of the four higher density residential zones found city-wide. R-18 allows for a range of 
12-18 units per net acre, R-22 for 18.1-22 units per acre, and R-30 for 22.1-30 units per 
acre. R35 which allows for 30.1-35 units per acre is not found in this immediate area.   

• Mixed Use District (MX) – allows for a mix of mutually supporting retail, service, office, 
light industrial, and residential uses. Features associated with MX include building 
height of 35-75 feet, 15% minimum landscaping, and minimum requirement of 50% 
ground floor commercial building frontage – with at least 20% of total building floor 
area devoted to residential uses and at least 20% toward non-residential uses.  

Commercial uses orient to Mill Plain and 136th Avenue. Further away, there is both higher and 
lower density residential zoning. Mixed Use (MX) shown for much of the former Evergreen 
airport is now developing with a hotel at the eastern end of the MX zone and a retirement 
community and luxury apartments at the western end with the center portion remaining 
undeveloped. The subject site adjoins the new luxury apartments now marketed for occupancy. 

The IL zone represents an anomaly for this area as there appear to be no readily apparent 
industrial uses. While the subject site has remained vacant, other IL properties immediately 
east have been developed primarily as single-level offices. An IL-zoned site on 136th Avenue is 
owned and has been developed by the U.S. Postal Service.  
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NEED FOR MARKET-RATE MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING 
The need for added multi-family housing is driven by three key factors converging on the east 
Vancouver area of Clark County – rapid employment growth, demographics supportive of multi-
family housing, and housing inventory yet to catch up with market demand.     

RAPID EMPLOYMENT GROWTH 
While Portland garners much of the press, Clark County has received even stronger job growth 
with economic recovery and resurgent demand since 2010. And within Clark County, the east 
Vancouver area has benefited from more rapid job growth than the rest of Clark County.  

Clark County vs. Metro Job Growth. From 2010 through the 2nd quarter of 2018, Clark 
County covered employment has increased at an average rate of 3.3% per year – above the 
2.8% job growth rate experienced for the entire metro region.2 While economic recovery 
started more slowly in Clark County than the core of the metro region, the pace has picked up 
in the last couple of years – at nearly 50% above the rate of job growth region-wide since 2015.  

Clark County job growth rates are running ahead of the metro area for all key sectors of the 
economy. Since 2010, employment gains have been particularly strong across a broad range of 
business and health services – increasing at an annualized rate averaging 4.1% per year.3  

East Vancouver vs. Clark County Job 
Growth. As illustrated by the graph to the 
right, employment has increased at a rate 
about 25% faster for the east Vancouver area 
than for all of Clark County from 2010-2015. 
As of 2015, the east Vancouver area 
accounted for 23% of all jobs in Clark County. 
Employment in construction, information, 
finance/insurance, professional services, firm 
management, and health care/ social 
assistance account for this net gain. These 
employment gains have more than offset east 
Vancouver job losses noted in manufacturing, 
wholesale and retail trade. 

SUPPORTIVE DEMOGRAPHICS  
Taken together, existing strong rental demand coupled with moderate household incomes and 
what has been sub-par residential housing development (despite added jobs) are supportive of 
the need for additional multi-family residential development.  

Annual Employment Growth (2010-15) 

2.5%
2.0%

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

E Vancouver Clark Co
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau On the Map data.  
2015 is the latest year for which this data is available.  

For purposes of this market evaluation, east 
Vancouver area is defined to extend east from I-205 to 

164th/192nd Avenues and north from the Columbia 
River to NE 4th Plain Boulevard. 4 
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Key demographic observations follow:  

• Of the geographies reviewed, east 
Vancouver population growth is 
being outpaced by growth rates 
throughout NE Clark County as 
well as county-wide – but at par 
with the full metro region.  

• Median household incomes in 
east Vancouver are somewhat 
below comparable incomes 
elsewhere in Clark County and the 
Portland metro region – indicating 
the need for more affordable 
residential options including multi-
family housing.   

• Average household size is below 
the rest of Clark County and more 
comparable to the full metro area. 
Over one-quarter (26%) of east 
Vancouver households have just 
one person – above the 19-20% 
share for all of NE Clark County. 

• The multi-family share of housing 
units is higher on the eastside 
than the rest of Clark County and 
even metro-wide. Also, east 
Vancouver has a higher % of non-
family households (including single 
parents) than the rest of Clark 
County. However, 72% of eastside 
multi-family consists of small 
apartments with less than 20 
units, which are less efficient to 
manage than larger complexes. 

• A final observation is that the 
renter share of occupied single-
and multi-family housing is at 
almost 43% of the full housing 
inventory in east Vancouver – well 
above the proportion for the other 
geographies considered.  

Annual Population Growth Rates (2010-19) 
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Source: Evironics/Claritas. NE Clark County includes east 
Vancouver plus all area east of I-5 to the Clark County line. 
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The demand for added rental housing has continued strong even with economic recovery from 
the Great Recession of the last decade. Since 2010, just over 2,000 units (or 220 units per year) 
have been added to the east Vancouver rental inventory – most likely through a combination of 
new multi-family construction plus possible conversion of single-family housing to rental units.  

Rental housing accounts for nearly half (49%) of the full inventory of residential units added 
since 2010 – a figure above the long-term 43% share which indicates continued upward 
pressure for the development of additional rental housing. The demand pressure is particularly 
strong for larger apartment complexes which can offer more on-site amenities and more 
efficient management for improved resident affordability.  

CLARK COUNTY & METRO-WIDE MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT TREND 
With the Great Recession now better than a decade in the rear-view mirror, the changing shape 
of single- and multi-family development has become more evident for Clark County in the 
context of greater Portland metro development. Two changes are important going forward: 

• Multi-family housing is becoming a greater share of the Portland-Vancouver metro 
region’s housing development than was the case historically. 

• Clark County can expect to account for an increasing share of the multi-family 
development in the metro region. 

Changing Face of Multi-Family. The following chart illustrates the pattern of multi-family 
development for the four counties at the heart of the Portland metro area – year-by-year from 
2005 to 2018. As shown, multi-family development declined precipitously – albeit somewhat 
behind the rest of the recession – over the years 2007-10. For the 4-county region, the number 
of units permitted peaked 
at over 5,100 in 2006, 
dropping to just over 
1,000 in 2009.  

The market began to 
rebound in 2011, 
increasing to over 10,300 
permits in 2017 – well 
above pre-recession 
levels. Multnomah County 
led the way early on, 
peaking at over 6,650 
units (or 64%) of the 
region’s multi-family units 
permitted in 2017 – then 
declined in 2018. 

# of Multi-Family Units Permitted by County & Year 
(2005-18) 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Somewhat less readily apparent but no less significant has been the rebound in Clark County 
multi-family development. Pre-recession, the market peaked at 600 units permitted in 2006, 
then dropped to less than 20 new units permitted in 2009. Multi-family development has 
rebounded sharply since, with a new high of 1,840 units permitted in 2017 – more than triple 
the pre-recession peak. Although the pace of Clark County multi-family development has been 
somewhat uneven recently, the number of units permitted has now exceeded the pre-
recession peak every year since 2012.  

Multi-Family Share of All Residential Development. As shown by the following graphs, 
multi-family has also increased as a share of all residential new development since 2005:  

• For the 4-county region, multi-family has increased from 27% of all residential units 
permitted in 2005 to a peak share of nearly 63% in 2017. While there can be 
considerable year-to-year variation, the curvilinear trend indicates that multi-family 
could reasonably be expected to capture the majority of all new metro-wide residential 
development for the foreseeable future – potentially stabilizing in the range of 50-60% 
of all residential building metro-wide 

• For Clark County, the surge in the multi-family share of development has been no less 
dramatic – also roughly doubling over the last 10-12 years – although remaining at 
lower levels than for the metro region as a whole. Multi-family’s share of total units 
permitted has gone from 7% in 2005 to a peak of 43% in 2017 – before dropping to 28% 
of units permitted in 2018. Applying a curvilinear trend indicates that multifamily 
development in Clark County could stabilize at over 30% of all residential development 
for the reasonably foreseeable future.  

Multi-Family Units as % of All Residential Units Permitted by Year (2005-2018) 
4-County Portland Metro Region Clark County 
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Note: The curvilinear trend reflects an expectation that multi-family will peak out to a new higher plateau. 
Source: Building permit data per U.S. Census Bureau, as compiled by E D. Hovee & Company, LLC 

This metro- and county-wide review sets the stage for more focused consideration of the NE 
Clark County and east Vancouver multi-family market which now follows.  
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HOUSING INVENTORY LAGGING BEHIND MARKET DEMAND 
The focus of this analysis is on the east Vancouver market, i.e., the portion within the 
incorporated limits of the City of Vancouver. While available rental industry data is compiled for 
an a more expansive geographic area, over 60% of this larger east Vancouver/NE Clark County 
market consists of apartment projects located within Vancouver’s city limits.  

The following graphs provide current information regarding apartment vacancy rates and rental 
rates for properties in east Vancouver/NE Clark County as compared with the 4-county Portland 
metro area.  

Comparative Apartment Vacancy & Rental Rates (Fall 2018) 
Vacancy Rates Rental Rates (Monthly per Sq Ft) 
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Note: Available data from Multifamily NW combines the east Vancouver area that is within  

the Vancouver city limits with the rest of NE Clark County east of the I-205 freeway.5 

Source: Multifamily NW, as compiled by E D. Hovee & Company, LLC 

As indicated by these two graphs:  

Vacancy rates for the east Vancouver/NE Clark County market have been and remain 
below those of the full Portland-Vancouver metro region. While eastside vacancies have 
increased from extremely low rates of two years ago, the market has again tightened 
with Fall 2018 vacancies coming in below spring rates just six months earlier – and still 
below a normalized 5% vacancy rate. For the eastside market, vacancies currently are 
lowest at just 2.5% for studio and for 2-bedroom townhome units – well below metro-
wide averages.   

• Rental rates now average $1.33 per square foot monthly (equivalent to $1,330 for a 
1,000 square foot apartment) in east Vancouver/NE Clark County. While still below 
metro-wide rental rates, rents have been increasing at a faster pace for this eastside 
market over the last two years than for the rest of the metro region. Eastside rental 
rates are highest for studio units – now approaching $2.00 per square foot per month.  

For several years, Portland was considered one of the hottest apartment markets in the U.S. 
However, the central Portland market now appears saturated – with the highest vacancy rates 
(in the 6% range) now being experienced in the downtown, NW and SW Portland areas. In part, 
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this is due to a 2017 rush to get Portland projects permitted in advance of that city’s new 
inclusionary zoning requirements – which has oversupplied the core area at least temporarily.  

Multi-family construction is shifting more to the communities of the metro region around 
Portland. While total construction has slowed (at least temporarily), rental rates continue to 
increase – up by 4% regionally between Spring and Fall 2018. Capitalization rates remain low – 
reflecting still attractive interest rates for financing and for strong valuation upon resale.  

And a new factor now appears to be at play in the market. Across the metro region, the number 
of detached single-family rentals has fallen by about 10,000 units – due to increasing home-
owner demand. This drop is equivalent to a 1-2 years supply of new multi-family construction.  

As a recent Apartment Report of Multifamily NW notes, “this single-family shift has helped with 
absorption rates of the newly constructed apartments” across the metro region. In effect, even 
more new multi-family construction is now needed to offset the loss of single-family rental 
units. 

SUITABILITY FOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT  
As previously noted, Vancouver’s Light Industrial (IL) district is intended to accommodate light, 
clean industries including, industrial service, manufacturing, research/development, 
warehousing, general office uses and limited retail. Virtually all office activities (general, 
medical and extended) are allowed as permitted uses within the IL zone.  

Some IL-designated areas of the City have uses that are primarily industrial, others are more 
office oriented. A third group consists of locations that may have a mix of office and true 
industrial activity – including those areas in transition from industrial to office use.  

IL-zoned areas with higher land values tend to be oriented or in transition to office use. 
Manufacturing, industrial service and warehousing functions typically will not support the land 
values associated with areas with high concentrations of office activity.  

Two overall observations stand out from this review of the suitability of the subject Olympia 
Drive property for IL-related development: 

• Cascade Park including the area immediately surrounding the subject site is no longer a 
significant part of Clark County’s competitive inventory of space for industrial use. 

• While office activity is permitted on IL-designated lands, the subject Hutchins site 
appears to be a secondary and less desired location for office use than other 
competitive sites further east in the Cascade Park area or county-wide.   

Because the market for industrial use functions very differently from that for office activity, 
each of these functions is considered separately, in turn.  
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INDUSTRIAL USE 
Two sources of data serve to inform the discussion of the market potential for industrial 
development at this site and elsewhere in the Cascade Park area: industrial real estate 
brokerage information and analysis of industrial lands by the Columbia River Economic 
Development Council (CREDC).  

Industrial Brokerage Data. Based on data from the regional real estate brokerage firm 
Kidder Matthews, Clark County has an estimated 19.5 million square feet of industrial space, 
representing just over 10% of the Portland metro total inventory of 192 million square feet. The 
Cascade Park submarket of Clark County accounts for less than 200,000 square feet of industrial 
space – only 1% of the county-wide industrial inventory. In effect, Cascade Park is no longer a 
competitive center for industrial space – as former industrial buildings like Hewlett Packard’s 
campus have been repurposed as flex/office space.  

Current Uses & New Development 

 
Source: Clark GIS and E. D. Hovee. 

As shown by the photo above, none of the IL zoned sites are used for a traditional industrial 
purpose – with the possible exception of the U.S. Postal Service. Existing office buildings are 
used for medical and technology related uses (including an OCI-zoned site) with one building 
vacant as of Spring 2019. The subject site is the only remaining IL-zoned undeveloped property.  
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Surrounding properties have recently been developed for residential, retirement living and 
lodging uses. All of the other surrounding undeveloped properties shown are zoned either for 
residential or mixed-use development purposes. The combination of residential and office uses 
has resulted in land values that are well above typical industrial land values. In short, there is no 
readily apparent future marketable opportunity for industrial development at this site.6  

CREDC Analysis. The apparent unsuitability of the site for industrial use is further reinforced 
by CREDC analysis of industrial lands county-wide. In conjunction with its Comprehensive 
Economic Development Plan, CREDC completed a Clark County Employment Land Site Readiness 
Analysis in November 2016. A primary purpose of the analysis was to determine the supply and 
readiness of industrial sites to meet short- and long-term market demand for employment 
growth throughout Clark County.  

The focus of the CREDC analysis was on large (20+ acre) employment sites “available to 
accommodate the expansion of existing employers and new employers throughout Clark 
County.” Sites evaluated were limited to vacant, office/industrial zones or planned lands within 
the cities and unincorporated areas of the county. 

The study identified 56 potential employment sites of 20+ acres (including site assemblages) 
throughout the county. Of this total, 15 Tier 1 sites were identified as being available for 
construction within six months, no Tier 2 A sites that could be ready within 7-12 months, 29 
Tier 2B sites that might be available within 13-30 months (dependent on infrastructure 
investment and policy actions), and 12 Tier 3 sites with multiple challenges meaning availability 
for construction would be beyond 30 months.  

The inventory included 14 east Vancouver/west Camas area sites – all of which are located 
extending east from about the 162nd/164th corridor – with 13 sites situated south of Mill Plain 
(and one much further north in the vicinity of 4th Plain and NE 162nd Avenue. Of these, 5 are 
Tier 1 sites – ranging in size from 36-126 acres.  

Neither the subject site nor any of the other IL-zoned properties situated from the 136th 
Avenue corridor east across Olympia Drive toward 162nd/164th are covered by the CREDC 
inventory. Industrially-zoned sites in this area are well below the 20-acre CREDC minimum size 
threshold with many sites already developed – primarily for office rather than light industrial 
use. In effect, the CREDC inventory confirms the lack of viable industrial sites between I-205 
and the 162nd/164th Avenue corridor.   

OFFICE USE 
While not viable for industrial use, the question remains as to whether the subject property is 
suitable and market viable for office-related use – as allowed by IL zoning (or perhaps another 
zone for which office development would also represent an outright permitted use). The 
development of office space on lots immediately to east of the subject might suggest 
opportunity for development of this last IL site for additional office space. While conceptually 
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possible, there are three primary reasons why office development may be considered as no 
longer the highest and best use for the Hutchins property:  

• Demand for additional Cascade Park area multi-tenant office space is currently relatively 
weak – from both a Portland metro-wide and Clark County perspective.  

• The subject Hutchins property is at a disadvantage relative to other office sites in the 
Cascade Park/east Vancouver area. 

• Recent developments near the subject site suggest a more robust market for 
residentially-driven mixed-use opportunity going forward. 

These observations are supported by review of office market data for the metro region, Clark 
County – and for this site relative to others in the east Vancouver/Cascade Park submarket.   

Commercial Brokerage Data. As of year-end 2018, Kidder Matthews estimates that Clark 
County has over 8.5 million square feet of competitive Class A-C office space – accounting for 
9% of the metro region’s inventory of 96.5 million square feet.  

Cascade Park has become a significant though competitively disadvantaged player in the Clark 
County and Portland metro office market. With 2.8 million square feet, Cascade Park accounts 
for one-third (33%) of all office space in Clark County – with a slightly larger office inventory 
than downtown Vancouver. Out of 35 office submarkets identified by Kidder Matthews across 
the region, Cascade Park comes in as the 9th largest – with more office space than Portland’s 
Pearl District and almost as much as Lake Oswego’s pricey Kruse Way.  

However, current opportunities for the Cascade Park area are challenged due to relatively low 
rents and weak demand for additional space. Cascade Park office rental rates average just 
$21.00 per square foot annually, a figure that is 21% below the metro wide average of over 
$26.50 – more on par with lower end Class C region-wide rents averaging $20.40.  

Cascade Park rental rates are also somewhat below the Clark County average – currently led by 
Vancouver’s CBD, Camas/ Washougal, and Hazel Dell/Salmon Creek submarkets. Subpar rents 
make it difficult for new developments to pencil as financially feasible.  

Demand for additional Cascade Park leased office space is relatively weak. In 2018, there was 
almost no net absorption of space (i.e., just over 1,000 square feet net added for the year). By 
comparison, the overall Clark County experienced net absorption (defined as space leased 
minus space vacated) of 85,000 square feet – with the CBD/West Vancouver submarket 
accounting for over 70% of the total.  

It is noted that the east Vancouver/Camas market-demand has been heavily influenced by 
major corporate single-user developments – as for Fisher Investments and Banfield Pet Hospital 
– which are not on the competitive rental market. However, the information available is 
relevant for the office rental market which would strongly influence consideration of any multi-
tenant office development.  
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Competitive Position within the Cascade Park/East Vancouver Submarket. A 
review of lease space currently on offer indicates that the subject site is also at a disadvantage 
within the already weak Cascade Park submarket of Clark County. Vacant space is currently 
being advertised on Olympia Way at a full-service gross lease rate of $18.50 per square foot per 
year. This is 30% below the metro-wide average and 12% below the Cascade Park average of 
$21 per square foot. Other older office space (as at Stone Mill developed period to 2000) is also 
available at below the Cascade Park average – with the exception of buildings situated directly 
on the major corridors of NE 136th Avenue and Mill Plain Boulevard.  

Looking beyond Cascade Park, higher suburban rents can be found for office space at rates of 
$25+ going east of 164th Avenue and at Park Place near Vancouver Mall. These properties all 
benefit from being in large master planned campus settings with 2+ story buildings.  

To summarize, the subject site appears to be disadvantaged relative to other east Vancouver 
and nearby suburban properties due to a combination of factors that include location away 
from a major arterial, proximity to primarily 1-story adjoining office structures, limited buffering 
from adjoining single family residential uses, and lack of a complete master-planned campus 
setting.  

If the subject site were part of a larger undeveloped area with capacity for a master-planned 
office campus, some of these issues might be effectively mitigated. As it is, the remaining 
undeveloped and largely MX-zoned property is more likely to go toward mixed use with a 
strong residential orientation – leaving the subject property as potentially stranded unless 
rezoned to allow for similar high-density residential development. 

CITY POLICY FRAMEWORK 
A final pivotal portion of this market evaluation is to consider the rezone request in the context 
of the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan and associated policies for economic development. 
In particular, the City of Vancouver’s Comprehensive Plan aims to preserve the employment 
capacity of the City – as referenced by the following policy statement:  

EC-5 NO Net Loss of Employment Capacity 
Restrict zone changes or legislative land use approvals that would lessen long-term 
capacity for high-wage employment unless accompanied by other changes within the 
same review cycle that would compensate for the lost capacity or unless the proposed 
change would promote the long-term Economic health of the city. 

This evaluation covers the two key components of the EC-5 policy: no net loss and offsets for 
long-term economic health of the City. No net loss is considered first, followed by the more 
overriding objective to promote the long-term economic health of the city.  
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NO NET LOSS 
The first part of policy EC-5 is aimed to restrict land use changes that “lessen long-term capacity 
for high-wage employment.” Analysis conducted by this firm indicates that there currently is 
more land planned for employment uses than will be needed to serve anticipated population 
growth – both within the incorporated limits and the unincorporated portion of Vancouver’s 
Urban Growth Area (UGA). This analysis is summarized by the Appendix to this memo report. 7    

 In effect, Vancouver has allocated more employment land than will be needed to meet its 
forecast UGA residential build-out capacities. This potential oversupply of in-City employment 
land makes it possible for the City to consider some combination of:  

• Reducing the allocation of employment land to better fit residential capacity; and/or 
• Increasing the residential lands allocation to achieve better jobs-housing balance. 

By over-supplying employment land relative to housing land, the no net loss portion of Policy 
EC-5 is essentially rendered moot, even of less consequence if the site is no longer viable for 
industry. Employment land that exceeds the workforce that Vancouver’s housing market can 
support either becomes perpetually underutilized or of value only if this land also serves a 
substantial portion of in-commuters from outside the Vancouver UGA or Portland metro area.  

While this type of massive regional employment center could be considered, it goes well 
beyond the policy focus of assuring jobs for City residents. And its implementation could prove 
counterproductive, by overtaxing local housing capacity which in turn undermines the long-
term economic health of the city – a final topic to which this market report now turns.  

LONG-TERM ECONOMIC HEALTH OF THE CITY 
Assuring the city’s long-term economic health is the overarching objective of Policy EC-5. For 
the subject Hutchins property, the proposed rezone is supportive of the city’s EC-5 objective for 
sustained economic vitality in two pivotal respects:  

• As a more suitable use – better fitted to the characteristics of the Hutchins site and 
surrounding neighborhood. 

• As providing affordable housing needed to support continuing economic development 
for east Vancouver and the greater Vancouver/Clark County community. 

The first observation is specific to the character of the site and relationship to adjoining uses. 
The second factor is important across a broader scale – significant both city- and county-wide.  

Site Suitability. As depicted by the zoning map on page 3 and the aerial photo on page 11 of 
this report, current zoning and emerging development patterns render the subject property 
unsuitable for light industrial use – with the possible exception of lower value office 
development:  
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Economic Development  

& Housing Nexus  

“Cities with less-affordable 
housing tend to experience 
slower employment growth, 
because land rents are so 
high that the supply of land 
must have reached some 
limit. These land supply limits 
are the ultimate restrictions 
on local employment 
growth.” 

- Ritashree Chakrabarti and Junfu 
Zhang, Unaffordable Housing and 

Local Employment Growth, Federal 
Reserve Bank of Boston, 2010. 

“... a lack of affordable 
housing makes it more  
difficult to recruit and retain 
employees. In addition, to 
the extent that an affordable 
housing shortage forces 
workers to “drive ‘til they 
qualify,” a region may be 
faced with congested roads, 
which can reduce economic 
competitiveness. 

- Keith Wardrip, et al, “The  Role of 
Affordable Housing in Creating Jobs 
and Stimulating Local Economic 
Development,” Center for Housing 
Policy, January 2011.   

“California’s economy is 
adding jobs far faster than 
affordable places to live, 
forcing some employers to 
leave the state as they 
expand…with the types of 
jobs being taken out of state, 
we’re not growing the strong 
middle class that we used 
to.” 

- Nour Malas, “California Has the 
Jobs but Not Enough Homes,” Wall 
Street Journal, March 19, 2019. 

• The relatively small size of the industrial zone, 
parcelization, increased land valuation and 
resulting non-industrial development mean that 
the remaining 4.32 acre subject site will never 
come close to meeting CREDC’s 20-acre minimum 
requirement for Tier 1 industrial sites.  

• While possible, office development represents an 
increasingly suboptimal use for this area due to the 
low (primarily 1-story) character of adjoining 
development, location away from a major travel 
corridor and adjacency to existing and prospective 
residential development on three sides of the 
subject property.  

• Finally, recent development around the site 
indicates a clear trend toward higher density 
residential and mixed-use including retirement 
living and lodging/hospitality as highest and best 
use for remaining undeveloped MX/IL sites.  

Economic Development & Housing Nexus. For all 
of Clark County and east Vancouver, housing development 
has been lagging job growth – especially for multi-family 
units. In an era when job-housing balance is proving pivotal 
for economic development, continued housing shortfalls 
will serve to undermine effective long-term job capacity – 
both for east Vancouver and for the greater 
Vancouver/Clark County community. 

Recent development activity demonstrates that workforce 
housing is increasingly inadequate to meet the needs of a 
rapidly expanding employment base – county-wide and all 
the more so for east Vancouver. While employment in the 
east Vancouver area is increasing more rapidly than the 
rest of Clark County, housing development is increasing 
more slowly than across the rest of the county. 

Housing development that lags job growth reduces 
vacancies to what are below normalized rates and puts 
continued upward pressure on rents – reducing 
affordability. This is what is now occurring in high job 
growth markets across the U.S. This is currently the case 
for the Portland-Vancouver metro area and Clark County – 
even more so for east Vancouver.  
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Near-term, the lack of affordable work-force housing causes workers to commute further than 
would otherwise occur – increasing congestion. Longer term, the effect can be to reduce job 
growth as employers seek locations with better proximity and affordability to their employees.  

As depicted by the sidebar on the previous page, anecdotal accounts and empirical research 
provide clear evidence of how inadequate housing increasingly undermines business location 
decisions and resulting job prospects.  

What has been experienced in major high-growth markets as in the major Pacific Northwest 
cities of Seattle and Portland has transitioned to adjoining areas – including increasing spillover 
to Vancouver. While housing supply has now begun to catch up with demand in the urban 
centers of Seattle and Portland, that has yet to occur in Clark County. Due to resurgent job 
growth that has outpaced residential development, this jobs-housing mismatch remains 
particularly problematic for east Vancouver.  

FOLLOW-UP TO PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE 
Following an April 4, 2019 Pre-Application Conference between a representative for Hutchins 
Holdings LLC as applicant  and the City of Vancouver, City staff provided a Conference Summary 
including written comments regarding an earlier draft of this market analysis. Specific reference 
was made in the comments to additional information requested regarding short vs. longer term 
implications, competitive position vs. viability, office viability, industrial viability and future 
housing development.  

Based on the comments received, It appears the City is in relative agreement with current 
market conditions but requests that the report also provide information as to longer-term 
prospects in order to better assess compliance with the city’s no-net-loss policy and the balance 
of rezone standards. While a longer time horizon inevitably is associated with greater 
uncertainty regarding potential market conditions 10-20 years from now, the case nonetheless 
can be made that current market conditions and trends likely represent a good indicator of 
continuing implications for the longer term.  

What is also clear from the City’s own Comprehensive Plan analysis (as summarized by the 
Appendix to this report) is that Vancouver is currently over-zoned for employment land and 
under-zoned for housing land. Continued monitoring over the course of current Comprehensive 
Plan implementation is suggested as a means to ascertain when a more even balance has been 
achieved – so as to maintain the minimum need suggested by the City’s adopted employment 
objectives.  

A point-by-point response to the City’s detailed questions and comments is provided as follows:  

• Short vs. longer term implications. With full recovery from the Great Recession, the 
data for Vancouver/Clark County clearly indicate a fundamental shift from the locations 
and types of development that occurred pre-recession and the now more stabilized new 
normal going forward. Vancouver (including east Vancouver) is shifting to a higher 
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density profile affecting residential and office/flex uses. Industrial use remains 
extremely sensitive to land pricing, large site availability and buffering from non-
industrial use. For the subject site and surrounding area, this can be expected to play 
out over the longer term in ways described as follows.  

• Competitive position vs viability. The fact that all of the office development on SE 1st 
Street occurred pre-recession with no new office development on SE 1st/Olympia 
despite strong economic conditions post-recession is a clear indication that long- as well 
as short-term conditions are no longer as supportive of flex/office employment at this 
location as was the case previously. This is despite availability of nearby vacant sites. 
 What is proving viable are higher density residential and related developments – not 
just apartments, but also retirement living and hotel uses (all desiring a readily 
accessible but more residential character). In contrast, office uses typically need a 
strong street presence, with a critical mass of adjoining similar uses and supportive 
restaurants and retail – all of which are missing at the subject SE Olympia Drive location.  

• Office viability. As described in the report, office/flex prospects at this site are 
detrimentally affected by a combination of factors – location on a side street with less 
business tenant appeal, increasingly hemmed in by residential neighborhoods not just to 
the north but with MX zoning now also taking on a residential character to the south, 
and sub-par office rents which reduce opportunity for financial return on investment 
(except perhaps for lower quality, single level and less costly development).  
Development in the area east of 136 Avenue along SE 1st Street started off in the 
direction of low density office use – a trend that essentially came to a halt with the 
Great Recession of the last decade. With economic recovery and recent developments, 
the pattern has clearly shifted in the direction of residential and residential-like uses 
(including lodging) – with no added office space construction. In large part due to the 
success of the MX zone, the character of this area is now clearly oriented to residential 
use with office development increasingly out of character.  
The long-term end result is that the subject site will end up being surrounded by 
residential related uses on three sides – with the fourth (east) side an increasingly out-
of-place, low scale, low density flex/office use. Placing another office use in what is 
becoming a primarily residential neighborhood likely will be even less viable in the 
future than at present.  
Olympia Drive appears to be emerging as a useful boundary between the office use 
previously built and the residential development now proceeding west and south of this 
street. The subject Hutchins property is on the residential side of this now apparent 
street demarcation and will be more compatible as a residential-related development, 
as well.  

• Industrial viability. As noted, traditional industrial uses (other than flex space which is 
more of an office product) remain extremely sensitive to land pricing. This is because 
Vancouver/Clark County is competing for industrial firms who are typically footloose 
and generally not tied to serving just local community markets. In effect, footloose 
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industries have more bargaining power, placing Vancouver in direct competition with 
other lower cost industrial sites throughout the western U.S.  
Industrial users – both large and small firms – want to be at locations large enough to 
cover a range of business needs. The ideal site location is one which does not border 
directly on residential uses that object to the truck traffic, noise, night glare, and/or 
need for outdoor storage typically associated with industrial use.  
CREDC’s focus on a minimum 20-acre site size clearly makes sense for large industrial 
users. It also is appropriate for smaller firms who prefer to locate in a larger master 
planned business/industrial park setting with compatible neighbors and site area 
providing adequate buffering from potentially conflicting residential uses.  
One of the challenges Vancouver/Clark County has had with securing added industrial 
employment has been the lack of large privately owned and developed industrial/ 
business park sites as are available on the Oregon side of the metro area. Publicly 
owned port lands serve only a portion of the full spectrum of industrial land needs.  
Long-term industrial viability will require more large master planned, privately 
developed industrial and business park sites. Because of its small size and increasingly 
non-industrial character, the subject Hutchins property will not meet these criteria. As 
noted earlier in this report, rezoning of lands that are not viable short- or long-term for 
industrial use does not represent a loss of industrial opportunity for Vancouver. Re-
designating a site that is not marketable for industrial use to an alternative use that is 
market viable effectively represents no-net-loss to Vancouver’s marketable industrial 
land inventory.  

• Future housing development. The City’s observation that the market report does not 
indicate potential likely unit sizes and price points is well taken. For other similar 
rezones, other applicants and my firm’s market analyses have often provided additional 
discussion of the specific housing mix planned.  
In this instance, detailed discussion of unit sizes and price points seems premature. The 
applicant first needs clarification as to whether a proposed land use change stands on its 
merits – as a basis for then proceeding with more detailed site and development 
planning. This approach is also consistent with planning practice which creates the 
regulatory conditions to which private development can most cost-effectively respond.  
At this time, what is appropriate is the applicant’s willingness to proceed with an R-30 
designation – the highest density designation for this area. This higher density level is 
consistent with market trends based on recent new area developments also with the 
City’s housing objectives.  
If the Comprehensive Plan and rezone changes are approved as proposed, it is 
anticipated that Hutchins Development Holdings will be prepared to more closely 
evaluate housing products for the site that are market viable and financially feasible. 
This process will include interaction with the City on housing concepts that can address 
both development feasibility and pertinent public policy objectives.  
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BENEFITS SUMMARIZED  
Based on this evaluation, the principal benefits of re-designating the subject 4.32 acre Hutchins 
property at NE 45h Street and SE Olympia Drive from light industrial (IL) to high density 
residential (R-30) use can be summarized as: 

• Providing more housing critically needed to better serve sustained job growth in east 
Vancouver. 

• Making rental housing that is in high demand more available and affordable – especially 
for younger workforce and smaller households. 

• Reducing the risk that over-supplied employment sites at secondary, less marketable 
locations will remain vacant.  

• Not creating any net loss of marketable industrial land – because the site is not viable 
short- or long-term for industrial use, further that the City has designated more 
employment land than needed per the currently adopted Comprehensive Plan. 

• Better addressing Vancouver’s adopted policy to promote the long-term economic 
health of the City – both for quality jobs and housing.   

E. D. Hovee & Company, LLC appreciates the opportunity to provide the rezone and market 
evaluation for Hutchins Development Holdings LLC – and would welcome the opportunity to 
respond to questions or provide further information regarding any aspect of this report.  
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APPENDIX – POPULATION & EMPLOYMENT BUILD-OUT  
The City of Vancouver most recently updated its Comprehensive Plan in 2011, covering the 
2011-2030 time frame. Evaluating the adequacy of industrial and commercial lands for the 
incorporated city and unincorporated UGA has proven somewhat challenging in that, unlike 
many jurisdictions statewide (including Clark County), the City of Vancouver’s current 
Comprehensive Plan does not provide specific population or employment forecasts.  

Rather than forecasting to specific future year population or job targets, Vancouver’s 
Comprehensive Plan evaluates population and employment from the standpoint of build-out 
capacities. There is no specific forecast year associated with build-out, meaning that the full 
development of employment lands could occur well beyond the immediate 20-year plan 
horizon (to 2030). This appears to be the case as noted by the following summary chart.  

While Vancouver 
currently provides 0.46 
jobs in-city resident, 
the anticipated 
capacity of the plan is 
to provide as many as 
1.63 added jobs for 
every new city resident 
through to eventual 
build-out within the 
city limits. This jobs 
target goes well 
beyond the city’s 
stated policy objective 
of “one local job for 
every Vancouver 
household.”  

Using the average 
Vancouver household 
size figure of 2.43 residents per household as of 2010 (smaller than the Clark County GMA 
target figure of 2.66 per household), there would be as many as 1.68 jobs for every existing and 
new in-city household by the time that properties within the current city limits are fully built-
out (calculated as 2.43 residents per household multiplied by 0.69 jobs per city resident).8 

Even if this policy objective were extended to also include the currently unincorporated portion 
of the UGA, there would be at least 1.19 jobs in the UGA for every UGA household (in-city and 
out) by the time of full UGA build-out – a figure that is conservatively calculated as 2.43 
residents per household multiplied by 0.49 jobs per resident. 

Vancouver Comprehensive Plan Population  
& Employment Buildout Capacities 

Population Jobs Jobs/Pop
Existing Population 
City of Vancouver 162,300       74,009          0.46            
Unincorporated UGA 141,100       29,243          0.21            
Total UGA 303,400       103,252       0.34            

Added Capacity to Build-Out
City of Vancouver 40,095          65,280          1.63            
Unincorporated UGA 86,689          43,694          0.50            
Total UGA 126,784       108,974       0.86            

Totals @ Build-Out
City of Vancouver 202,395       139,289       0.69            
Unincorporated UGA 227,789       72,937          0.32            
Total UGA 430,184       212,226       0.49             

Source: Vancouver Comprehensive Plan 2011-2030. Build-out capacities include 
redevelopment in addition to development on currently vacant land.  
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END NOTES 
                                                      
1  Information for this report has been compiled from sources generally deemed to be reliable. However, the 

accuracy of information from third party sources is not guaranteed and subject to change without notice. The 
findings and opinions contained in this memorandum are those of the author and should not be construed as 
representing the opinion of any other party prior to their express approval – whether in whole or part.  

2  Employment data for the Oregon side of the metro region is defined as Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas 
and non-core counties of Yamhill and Columbia. To this are added Clark and Skamania Counties in Washington.  

3  Business and health services included with this comparison are information, finance and insurance, real estate, 
professional/technical, management, administrative, health/social and accommodation/food services.  

4  The eastern end of the east Vancouver area is from 162nd Avenue south to SE 1st, then via 192nd to the river.  
5  Multifamily NW provides apartment occupancy and rental rate information for the 4-county Portland metro 

area twice a year from surveys of area apartment owners and management firms. The firm divides the metro 
region into twenty subareas including two for Clark County – what is termed as West Vancouver (west of I-5) 
and east Vancouver (east of I-205 and including NE Clark County extending beyond the Vancouver city limits).   

6  Current tax assessed value of the Hutchins site is just under $7 per square foot. This is at the upper end of land 
values for corporate sites (east of 164th Avenue), with assessments ranging from $2.50 - $8.00 per square foot.  

7  This analysis is adapted from a discussion of the relationship between housing and economic development as 
provided by E. D. Hovee in a memorandum dated May 25, 2017 – as Attachment D Economic Development 
Analysis to a Planning Commission staff report of October 10, 2017 regarding the then-proposed change in 
comprehensive plan and zoning map designations by Fore Development Company for a 7.6 acre site located at 
16516 SE Mill Plain Boulevard. Also included with a City Council memorandum dated October 24, 2017.  

8  The Vancouver Growth Capacity Analysis provided with the City of Vancouver Comprehensive Plan also uses a 
2.43 person / household average for development of vacant land within the incorporated city – except for 
redevelopment for which no housing estimate is provided. A somewhat higher figure of 2.52 persons per 
household is applied to unincorporated UGA. For purposes of this analysis, the in-city figure of 2.43 is also used 
for the unincorporated area, assuming the unincorporated UGA takes on more urban character as it builds out.  
 

 

 E. D. Hovee & Company, LLC  

This residential market and rezone evaluation has been prepared on behalf of the Hutchins 
Development Holdings, LLC by the economic and development consulting firm E. D. Hovee & 
Company, LLC (EDH). Since 1984, EDH has provided economic forecasting, market and 
feasibility studies for a range of residential, commercial and mixed-use development 
projects – primarily focused in the Portland-Vancouver metro region. Clients assisted have 
included; 

• Public agencies such as the Cities of Vancouver, Washougal and Ridgefield, Clark 
County, Vancouver Housing Authority, area school districts and the Ports of 
Vancouver and Camas-Washougal 

• Non-profit organizations including the Columbia River Economic Development 
Council, Identity Clark County, and Fort Vancouver National Trust 

• Private development firms including the Al Angelo Company, Fore Development, 
Gramor Resources, Killian-Pacific, Property Management Group, and RealVest.  
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DATE:  September 10, 2019 
 
TO:  Chair Ledell and Planning Commissioners  
 
CC: Rebecca Kennedy, Long Range Planning Manager, CED  

Sara Baynard-Cooke, Assistant City Attorney 
 
FROM: Julie Hannon, Director, Parks and Recreation 
  Monica Tubberville, Senior Planner, Parks and Recreation 
 
RE:  Proposed Park Impact Fee (PIF) Amendments (Fee Rate Update, Vesting and Indexing) 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Quality parks and open spaces are well recognized as an essential element for a community to realize quality 
of life, economic stability, and social and physical health. Public benefits far exceed the obvious opportunities 
for physical and social engagement by showing statistical improvements in physical and mental health, cultural 
harmony, and reduced health care costs and crime rates.  Community benefits broaden further to increase real 
estate values, tourism, attraction of businesses and a quality workforce for long term economic vitality. 
Perhaps less quantifiable, but no less significant, are the financial savings from an investment in green 
infrastructure to support progressive quality improvements in air, water, and wildlife habitat.  In contrast, it is in 
the absence of a strong park system that we see the true economic, social, health and environmental cost of 
omission. 
 
In response to urban sprawl and growing demands on public infrastructure, the state adopted the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) and impact fee legislation in 1990.  Concurrently with GMA, impact fees were the 
funding tool provided to cities and counties to ensure adequate roads, schools, parks and open space, and fire 
protection services for new development throughout the state.  
 
The City of Vancouver chose to implement impact fees for transportation, schools and parks and open spaces 
in 1995 to meet the demands of future growth.  As required by state regulations, PIF rates are calculated using 
a specified formula to determine the cost of public facilities at adopted standards for new development.  The 
current PIF program was designed to include acquisition and development costs for Neighborhood Parks, 
Community Parks and Urban Natural Areas.  The formula also includes an adjustment for other taxes and fees 
paid by new development that contribute to park system improvements supported through PIF.   
 
Rates vary slightly by park district due to the variations in land values across the city.  Single and multi-family 
rates are calculated separately based upon the state statistical average for the number of residents per unit to 
reflect the proportionate impact, or use, of park facilities per person.  This approach correlates to the park 
standard of providing 6 acres of park (5 acres) and open space (1 acre) per 1,000 residents.   
 
The most recent rate update was implemented fifteen years ago (2004), while transportation and school impact 
fees and other infrastructure costs are regularly updated to better reflect actual costs.  Since 2004 there have 
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been dramatic swings in the economy and park impact fees no longer reflect the cost to ensure adequate park 
access to serve new residents. 
 
As a result of stagnant PIF rates, the insufficient collection of funds has created a continual and perceptible 
decline in park system level of service for our growing community.  The City is only accomplishing 67% of our 
local standard (5 acres of park land per thousand residents), and 33% of the national standard. Worse yet, 
21% of those park acres are not developed, leaving an even larger percentage of residents without outdoor 
recreation opportunities within reasonable proximity to their homes.  Most concerning is the growing inequity 
for available parks and open space in lower income areas as well as large sections on the east side notably 
unserved. 
 
Since the adoption of PIF, other funding sources including REET, grants and City general fund have been used 
as much as possible to supplement park system improvements and resolve growing deficiencies.  However, 
the availability of REET funds has declined with necessary reallocations to other city-wide capital needs 
including debt service on construction projects at Firstenburg and Marshall Community Centers, and 
transportation infrastructure and safety improvements.  The current annual REET allocation for park system 
capital projects is approximately $250,000, or approximately 6% of these funds.  
 
The limitations of supplementary funding sources challenge us to consider essential changes to the PIF 
program in order to meet the original intent of the legislation and minimize the continued decline in the level of 
access to public outdoor recreation.  The Park Impact Fee program is the only committed funding source in the 
city financing system to meet future costs for park infrastructure.  For the PIF program to serve future residents 
and prevent the continual decline in park service, fee rates must reflect fluctuations in the land and 
construction markets as much as possible.   
 
The proposed amendments are intended to provide a reasonable balance to accomplish the following goals: 
 

• Maximize the economic, environmental, social and physical health benefits afforded to our community 
by providing an improved park system. 

• Reflect current market costs in the fee rates in order to serve new development at adopted standards 
• Stop any decline in the level of service for access to outdoor recreation opportunities through the 

acquisition and development of neighborhood and community parks, and urban open space.   
• Relieve the growing dependence on City general fund to subsidize new development infrastructure to 

serve future growth. 
• Incorporate gradual market fluctuations into the fee structure through automatic annual updates to 

avoid significant rate adjustments in the future. 
• Soften the impact of fee increases on the affordable housing market with predictable annual 

adjustments. 
• Address miscellaneous housekeeping amendments since the last update. 

 
The Stronger Vancouver initiative is a funding package currently being evaluated by City Council for a variety 
of City-wide services and capital projects to ensure a sustainable future for our community. Although Stronger 
Vancouver includes consideration of numerous capital park projects, it alone cannot serve future growth and 
the projected increases in demand for outdoor recreation opportunities. Therefore, a portion of the revenue 
generation from the proposed PIF program amendments is included in the funding scenarios under 
consideration, and the remainder will support additional park acquisition and development projects.   
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
 
PIF Rates:   
Current PIF rates average $2,255 for single family and $1,648 for multi-family units. In a survey of over forty 
jurisdictions, the City of Vancouver PIF rates are one of the lowest.  When filtered to compare only those 
jurisdictions that have completed a fee study in 2016 or later, and those with comparable median home values 
or below, Vancouver’s rates rate the lowest.  
 
A detailed analysis of current land cost from the County Assessor’s Office, and development costs from actual 
city and county park development projects concludes that current rates would increase by 330% (single family) 
and 365% (multi-family) in order to meet current standards for future growth.  
 
Provisions are available in city code to provide exemptions to all impact fees for low income housing.  
However, due to the extended time period since fees were last adjusted the building community has expressed 
concerns about the potential effect of a significant increase on affordable housing.  In response, a reduced rate 
of 203% is proposed with a three year phased implementation.  This proposal eases the adjustment for local 
home builders and lessens the impact to market prices on new homes, yet increases the level-of-service 
provided to future neighborhoods. (See PIF Technical Document)   
 

A. PIF Technical Document 
1. Development component amended to include irrigation in Level-2 improvement standard. 
2. Updates OFM census data for persons per household. 
3. Update regarding the Cost Adjustment Factor review 
4. Description of the 2019 Cost Analysis 
5. PIF Rate schedule with phasing plan 
6. PIF formula amended to include unique indices for acquisition and development. 

 
Impact Fee Vesting: 
City code (VMC Section 20.915.020) currently calculates the impact fee for a new development project at 
preliminary plat approval or site plan approval.  In practice this results in holding the fees static for three or 
more years until building permits are issued.  In addition, Section 20.915.070 (D) binds the fee for a one year 
period upon request of an applicant. Since fees have not been updated for over 15 years, these regulations 
have been inconsequential to the PIF program.  However, if fees were updated, these provisions would nullify 
the intent and continue to compound the discrepancy between fees collected and the capital expenses to serve 
new development.  Therefore, the proposed amendments recommend fees be calculated and collected at 
building permit issuance based on the rates in effect at that time, and remove all vesting of fees.  This policy is 
consistent with multiple jurisdictions surveyed, including Camas, Clark County and Battle Ground and others 
throughout the state. 
 
Removal of the fee vesting provision would be applicable to school, transportation and park impact fees.  
Representatives of the TIF and SIF programs are equally supportive of the proposed amendments in order to 
keep fees as current as possible to meet the intent of the state legislation.  It is important to note that fees can 
go both up and down in response to the market. 
 

A. VMC Section 20.915.020 
1. Impact Fees would be calculated (based on impact fee rates in effect at the time) of calculation and 

due and payable when a building permit, or Site Plan Approval, is issued based on impact fee rates 
in effect at the time of calculation. 
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B. VMC Section 20.915.070 
1. Remove impact fee determination  

 
Fee Indexing: 
City Code (VMC Section 20.915.100) anticipates annual or periodic revisions to impact fee rates.  School 
(ESD) impact fees were last updated in 2017, and transportation fees in 2014. The TIF program has current 
City Council authorization for annual rate indexing. An index methodology is outlined in the current PIF 
Technical Document, but it has not been enacted to date by City Council for implementation.   
 
Proposed revisions include annual updates to the fees using separate indices for the acquisition and 
development components of the calculation.  The ENR Construction Cost Index best represents the 
development portion of the PIF calculation in order to keep pace with variations, both up and down, in the 
building industry.  The Clark County Assessor’s Office releases an annual Land Value Trend Report to reflect 
market variations in property values.  This report is the most consistent local source available for the index 
value for the acquisition component of the PIF rate calculation.  Combined they provide a methodology similar 
to the TIF program to align the rate schedule with the market with annual updates, no more than once per year 
between the major program updates reviewed and authorized by City Council.    
 

A. VMC Section 20.915.050  
1. PIF formula amended to include unique indices for acquisition and development. 
2. Removes Council approval of updates to OFM data updates.   

 
B. VMC Section 20.915.100 

1. Adds provision for automatic annual updates to PIF rates based on indexing in the PIF 
Technical Document.  
 

C. PIF Technical Document 
1. Adds automatic annual fee indexing between major program updates. 
2. Updates the PIF Index methodology to use unique indices for acquisition and development 

components. 
 
Housekeeping Amendments: 
Additional housekeeping text amendments are included for historical updates, clarifications, formatting, and 
miscellaneous scrivener’s errors.    
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
Staff met with Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission (PRAC) at multiple public meetings regarding the 
proposed rate amendments, with a final recommendation to City Council for approval on August 21st.  In 
addition meetings have been held with the Clark County Association of Realtors, Building Industry Association, 
individual local developers/investors, bankers, school districts, City of Vancouver Transportation and 
Community and Economic Development staff, neighborhood advocates, as well as SEPA review to inform this 
discussion.  The following table outlines the schedule of future public meetings regarding the proposed PIF 
program amendments.  
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Remaining Review Schedule 
 

 
 
 
STAFF CONTACT INFORMATION 
 
Julie G. Hannon, Parks and Recreation Director, 360-487-8309 
Monica Tubberville, Senior Park Planner, 360-487-8353 
 
Attachment(s): 
 VMC 20.915 Amendments 
 PIF Technical Document 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date Council or Commission Type / Time

Sept. 10th Planning Commission Work Session @ 5:00

Oct. 8th Planning Commission Public Hearing @ 6:30

Oct. 14th City Council Work Session @ 4:00 

Nov. 18th City Council 1st Reading @ 6:30

Dec. 2nd City Council Public Hearing @ 6:30

Jan. 1st 2020 Proposed Implementation
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Chapter 20.915 
IMPACT FEES 

Sections: 
20.915.010    Purpose. 
20.915.020    Applicability. 
20.915.030    Establishment of Development Service Areas. 
20.915.040    Traffic Impact Fee. 
20.915.050    Park Impact Fee. 
20.915.060    School Impact Fee. 
20.915.070    Calculation of Impact Fee. 
20.915.075    Additional provisions for Deferral of Impact fees for Single-Family  

Housing. 
20.915.080    Impact Fee Exemptions, Reductions, and Waivers. 
20.915.090    Impact Fee Credits. 
20.915.100    Other provisions. 

20.915.010 Purpose. 

Reasons for impact fees. It is the purpose of this Chapter to ensure that adequate facilities are 
available to serve new growth and development, and to promote orderly growth and development by 
requiring that new development pay a proportionate share of the cost of new facilities needed to serve 
growth. In addition, it is also the purpose of this Chapter to ensure that impact fees are imposed 
through established procedures and criteria so that specific developments do not pay arbitrary fees or 
duplicate fees for the same impact. 

(Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.915.020 Applicability. 

A.  Uniform applicability. This Chapter shall be uniformly applicable to development that occurs within 
a designated service area or overlay service areas. 

B.  For pre-development permit issuance. No building permit shall be issued for a development in a 
designated service area or overlay service area as defined in this Chapter unless the impact fee is 
calculated and imposed due pursuant to this Chapter. 

C.  For development requiring a building permit, the impact fee shall be calculated and due and 
payable at the time of building permit issuance, except as provided in Section 20.915.075.  
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For various types of development. For single-family and duplex residential subdivisions and short 
subdivisions hereinafter approved, the per-lot impact fee shall be calculated at the time of preliminary 
subdivision- plat or short subdivision plat approval, noted on the face of the final plat, and imposed on 
a per-lot basis at the time of building permit application. For new multi-family and nonresidential 
development hereafter approved, the impact fee shall be calculated at the time of site plan approval or 
building permit application if the proposed development is not sufficiently defined to permit such 
calculation. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the fee shall be re-calculated for building permit 
applications filed more than three years following the date of the applicable preliminary subdivision 
plat, preliminary short subdivision plat or site plan approval. 

D.  For preliminary plats. For development not necessitating or having been previously granted 
preliminary subdivision plat, preliminary short subdivision plat or site plan approval, the impact fee 
shall be calculated and imposed at the time of building permit application. 

DE.  For development not requiring a building permit. For development not requiring a building permit, 
the impact fee shall be calculated and imposed due and payable at the time of site plan approval. 

EF.  For manufactured home parks. For manufactured home parks, the impact fee shall be calculated 
and imposed due and payable at the time of site plan approval. (Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

F. All impact fees shall be calculated using the impact fee rates in effect at the time of calculation. 

20.915.030 Establishment of Development Service Areas. 

A.  General. Service areas, which may vary by type of public facility, are established as shown on the 
Park Impact Fee Technical Document and Vancouver Transportation Impact Fees Program Technical 
Document, which are incorporated herein by reference. 

B.  Service areas and fees. Such areas will provide a nexus between those paying the fees and 
receiving the benefits to ensure that those developments paying impact fees receive substantial 
benefits. 

C.  Establishment of overlay service areas. Overlay service areas may be established for system 
improvements identified in the Capital Facilities Plan which are: 

1. Ddesigned to serve geographic areas whose boundaries are not generally contiguous with 
established service areas, or 
 

2. Designed to serve more than one established service area, or 
 

3. Where a system improvement is designed to serve an established service area, or service 
areas, but is located partly or entirely outside of the city or urban growth area, and provides a 
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substantial benefit to the assigned service area.  Properties within this type of overlay service 
area are not subject to City impact fees to the extent those properties are outside the City. 

D.  Factors affecting service areas. Additional or revised service areas may be designated by the City 
Council upon consideration of the following factors: 

1.  The Comprehensive Plan; 

2.  Standards for adequate public facilities incorporated in the capital facilities plan; 

3.  The projections for full development as permitted by land use ordinances and timing of 
development; 

4.  The need for and cost of un-programmed capital improvements necessary to support 
projected development; and 

5.  Such other factors as the City Council may deem relevant. 

E.  Service areas and urban growth boundaries. Service areas adjoining an urban growth boundary 
shall automatically be adjusted to conform to any change in such boundary. 

(Ord. M-4181 § 1, 2016; Ord. M-4107 § 2, 2014; Ord. M-3933 § 3, 2009; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.915.040 Traffic Impact Fee. 

A.  Formula. The impact fee component for roads shall be calculated using the following formula: 

TIF = FxTxA 

1.  "TIF" means the traffic impact component of the total development impact fee. 

2.  "F" means the traffic impact fee rate per vehicle trip in dollar amounts, for each service area. 
Such rate shall be established in the Traffic Impact Fee Program Technical Document, 
incorporated herein by this reference, for each service area by estimating the cost of anticipated 
growth-related roadway projects divided by the projected number of growth-related trips within 
that service area. Between major program updates, the calculated per trip fee will be adjusted 
annually to account for inflation using the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index for 
Seattle, and as outlined in the Traffic Impact Fee Program Technical Document. 

3.  "T" means the trips generated by a proposed development and calculated according to the 
Traffic Impact Fee Program Technical Document. The calculation of “T” described in the Traffic 
Impact Fee Program Technical Document includes, for some retail commercial land uses, a 
“business enhancement factor (BEF)” adjustment. Refer to the Traffic Impact Fee Program 
Technical Document for land uses eligible for the BEF. In the absence of a land use code 



Ch. 20.915 Impact Fees | Vancouver Municipal Code Page 4 of 17 

The Vancouver Municipal Code is current through Ordinance M-4264, passed February 25, 2019. 

precisely fitting the development proposal, the director of public works or designee shall select the 
most similar code and may make appropriate adjustments to the trip equation applicable thereto. 
In selecting the appropriate land use code and in making adjustments thereto, the Review 
Authority shall be guided by the most recent edition of the Trip Generation Manual, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers. 

4.  "A" means an adjustment for the portion of anticipated additional tax revenues resulting from a 
development which is prorated to system improvements contained in the capital facilities plan. 
Such adjustment for traffic impacts is determined to be 15%, so that "A" equals 85%. 

(Ord. M-4107 § 3, 2014; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.915.050 Park Impact Fee. 

A.  Formula for parks, and natural areas. The impact fee component for parks and, natural areas shall 
be calculated using the following formula as further defined in the Park Impact Fee Technical 
Document adopted by the City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to VMC 
20.915.100.B: 

 

 

1.  "PIF" means the park, and natural areas component of the total development impact fee. 
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2.   

a.  "Ca" means the average cost per acre for land acquistionacquisition for each service 
area as described in the Vancouver Comprehensive Parks Recreation and Natural Areas 
Plan and Park Impact Fee Technical Document for neighborhood parks, community parks 
and urban natural areas and adopted by the City Council in the impact fee revision process 
pursuant to VMC 20.915.100.B. 

b.  “’Cd" means the average cost per acre for site development. Development cost shall be 
calculated assuming development standards described in the Vancouver Comprehensive 
Parks Recreation and Natural Areas Plan for neighborhood and community parks, and 
adopted by the City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to VMC 
20.915.100.B. 

3.   

a.  "Ia" means the percentage annual inflation/deflation adjustment index applicable to the 
acquisition component, as outlined in the Park Impact Program Technical Document and 
annually determined by the City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to VMC 
20.915.100.B. 

b.  "Id" means the percentage annual inflation/deflation adjustment index applicable to the 
development component as outlined in the Park Impact Fee Technical Document and 
annually determined by the City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to VMC 
20.915.100.B. 

4.   

a.  "Sa" means the parks acquisition standard in acres per thousand residents for 
neighborhood parks, community parks and urban natural areas as established in the 
Vancouver Comprehensive Parks Recreation and Natural Areas Plan. 

b.  “Sd” means the parks development standard in acres per thousand residents for 
neighborhood and community parks as established in the Vancouver Comprehensive Parks 
Recreation and Natural Areas Plan. 

5.  "P" means one thousand (1,000) residents.. 

6.  "U" means the average number of occupants per single-family/duplex dwelling unit or per 
other multi-family dwelling unit, based on the most current applicable statistical census data (US 
Census Bureau or Washington State Office of Financial Management census data for persons per 
dwelling unit), and as adopted by the City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to 
VMC 20.915.100.B. 
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7.  "A" means an adjustment to the cost of park facilities for past or future payments made or 
reasonably anticipated to be made by new development to pay for park system improvements in 
the form of user fees, debt service payments, or other payments earmarked for or proratable to 
park system improvements as outlined in the Park Impact Fee Technical Document. 

B.  Community and Economic Development shall maintain a schedule of current park impact fee 
rates. 

C.  At least one copy of the Park Impact Fee Technical Document adopted by the City Council 
including the current park impact fee schedule as calculated there under, shall be filed in the Office of 
the City Clerk for use and examination by the public. 

(Ord. M-4181 § 2, 2016; Ord. M-3933 § 4, 2009; Ord. M-3663 § 22, 2004; Ord. M-3653 §§ 3, 5, 2004; Ord. M-3643, 
2004) 

20.915.060 School Impact Fee. 

A.  Plan adoption. In order for the city to collect School Impact Fees on behalf of a school district, said 
school district’s capital facilities plan shall be adopted as a portion of the City of Vancouver’s 
Comprehensive Plan in accordance with the provisions of this section. 

B.  Plan submittal. In conjunction with mandated Comprehensive Plan updates, a school district 
requesting impact fees shall submit to the City Planning Commission a capital facilities plan adopted 
by the school board and consisting of the following elements: 

1.  A standard of service which identifies the program year, class size by grade span, number of 
classrooms, types of facilities, and other factors identified by the school district. 

2.  The district’s capacity over the next six years based upon an inventory of the district’s facilities 
either existing or under construction and the district’s standard of service. 

3.  A forecast of future needs for school facilities based upon the district’s enrollment projections. 

4.  At least a six-year financing plan component, updated as necessary to maintain at least a 
six-year forecast period, for financing needed school facilities within projected funding levels. 

5.  Application of the formula set out in Section 20.915.060(F) VMC based upon information 
contained in the capital facilities plan. Separate fees shall be calculated for single-family and 
multi-family types of dwelling units, based upon the student generation rates determined by the 
district for each type of dwelling unit. If insufficient information is available for a district to calculate 
a multi-family student generation rate, a county-wide average shall be utilized. For purposes of 
this chapter, manufactured homes and each unit of a duplex shall be treated as single-family 
dwellings. 
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C.  Planning Commission review. The Planning Commission shall review a school district’s capital 
facilities plan or plan update in accordance with the provisions of this Subsection. 

1.  Factors. The Planning Commission shall consider: 

a.  Whether the district’s forecasting system for enrollment projections appears reasonable 
and reliable; 

b.  Whether the anticipated level of state and voter-approved funding appears reasonable 
and historically reliable; 

c.  Whether the district appropriately applied the formula set out in Section 20.915.060(F) 
VMC. 

2.  Public hearing. In the event the district or the Planning Commission on its own motion 
proposes to modify the school impact fee, the Planning Commission shall not make its 
recommendation until holding a duly advertised public hearing on the proposal. 

3.  Recommendation. The Planning Commission may request a school district to review and to 
re-submit its capital facilities plan or update consistent with the provisions of this section. The 
Planning Commission shall submit an annual report to the board for each school district for which 
school impact fees are collected. 

D.  Council action. No new or revised school impact fees shall be effective until adopted by the council 
following a duly advertised public hearing to consider the school district’s capital facilities plan or plan 
update. 

E.  Inter-local agreement. School Impact Fees shall not become effective until the school district has 
entered into an inter-local agreement provided for in Section 20.915.100 VMC. 

F.  Formula. The impact fee component for schools shall be separately calculated for each 
participating school district using the following formula: 

SIF={(CSxSF)-(SM)-(TC)-(FC)}xA 

1.  SIF means the school component of the total development impact fee. 

2.  CS means the cost of the improvements for each type of facility listed in the school district’s 
capital facilities plan less the cost to cure existing overcapacity divided by the capacity of the 
improvement. Type of facility means elementary school, middle school and high school. The 
development cost by service area is shown in Table 20.915.060-1. 

3.  SF means student factor. The student factor is the number of students typically generated 
from one residential unit for each type of school facility. 
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4.  SM means state match. State match is the amount received from the state toward school 
construction costs. The state match component of the formula is that amount representing the per 
student amount of state matching funds. This is calculated for each type of facility as: student 
factor times Boeckh Index (average annual construction cost of a school facility per square foot) 
times square-foot standard per student established by the Superintendent of Public Instruction 
times state match percentage (that percentage of the total cost of a school facility funded by state 
funds). The state match for each school district shall be calculated annually. 

5.  TC means tax credit. This is calculated as: 

 

a.  AAV means the average assessed value for the dwelling per single family unit. 

b.  SPTL means the current school district capital property tax levy rate. 

c.  i means the current interest rate as stated in the Bond Buyer Twenty Bond General 
Obligation Bond index. 

6.  FC means facilities credit. This is the value of any improvements listed in a school district’s 
capital facilities plan provided by the developer. 

7.  A means an adjustment for the portion of anticipated additional tax revenues resulting from a 
development that is prorated to system improvements contained in the capital facilities plan. The 
adjustment for school impacts is determined to be 85%. 

Table 20.915.060-1 School District Impact Fees 

School District Single-Family Multi-Family 

Battle Ground $6,397 $2,285 

Camas $5,371 $5,371 

Evergreen $6,100 $7,641 

Vancouver $2,880.75 $2,381.93 

(Ord. M-4223 § 4, 2017; Ord. M-4147 § 4, 2015; Ord. M-3959 § 45, 2010; Ord. M-3952 § 1, 2010; Ord. M-3951 § 1, 
2010; Ord. M-3909 § 1, 2008; Ord. M-3854 § 1, 2007; Ord. M-3785 § 2, 2006; Ord. M-3736 § 1, 2006; Ord. M-3730 
§ 34, 2005; Ord. M-3663 § 23, 2004; Ord. M-3653 § 2, 2004; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 
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20.915.070 Calculation of Impact Fee. 

A.  For residential and nonresidential development. The impact fee for a nonresidential development 
shall be computed by applying the traffic impact fee formula set out in Section 20.915.040 VMC. The 
impact fee for a residential development shall be computed by applying the traffic impact fee, park 
impact fee and school impact fee formulae set out in Sections 20.915.050 VMC and 20.915.060 VMC, 
combining the results, provided that the school impact fee component shall not apply to housing which 
by restrictive covenant is exclusively for persons sixty-two years of age or older. 

B.  For mixed uses. If the development for which approval is sought contains a mix of uses, the impact 
fee must be separately calculated for each type of use. 

C.  Criteria to reduce or eliminate impact fees. The development approval authority setting the impact 
fee, upon application by the developer supported by studies and data, may reduce or eliminate such 
fee if it is shown that: 

1.  The formulae contained in Sections 20.915.040, 20.915.050 or 20.915.060 VMC do not 
accurately reflect traffic, park, or school impacts, respectively; or 

2.  Due to unusual circumstances: 

a.  Facility improvements identified for the applicable service area are not reasonably related 
to the proposed development; or 

b.  Such facility improvements will not reasonably benefit the proposed development. 

3.  The current development proposal implements a concomitant rezone agreement, 
development agreement or other development approval pursuant to which public facilities 
identified in the capital facilities plan were dedicated or constructed, and which are of benefit to 
the community at large and which fall within the definition of system improvements. 

D.  Request for impact fee determination. Prior to making an application for a building permit, an 
applicant upon payment of the applicable fee may request an impact fee determination from either the 
Parks or Public Works department, which determination shall be based upon information supplied by 
the applicant sufficient to permit calculation of the impact fee. The impact fee determination shall be 
binding upon the city for a period of one (1) year unless there is a material change in the development 
proposal, the capital facilities plan or this chapter. 

E.  Impact fee collection. Except as provided for in Section 20.915.075, the impact fee imposed under 
this chapter shall be due and payable at the time of issuance of a building permit, or final site plan 
approval when no building permit is required for the development. 

(Ord. M-4172 § 1, 2016; Ord. M-4107 § 5, 2014; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 
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20.915.075 Additional provisions for Deferral of Impact fees for 
Single-Family Housing. 

A.  Prior to issuance of single-family detached or attached residential building permits, an application 
may be submitted for deferral of payment of full impact fees until scheduling of final building inspection 
by the City. For these purposes “attached single-family” shall be limited to common-wall housing with 
no more than one unit per legal lot. 

B.  The amount of impact fees deferred shall be determined by the fees in effect at the time the 
applicant applies for a deferral. “Applicant” as defined in this section shall include an entity that 
controls the applicant, that is controlled by the applicant, or is under common control with the 
applicant. 

C.  An impact fee deferral application must be submitted for each parcel to be developed. This 
application shall include: 

1.  Administrative fees as specified under VMC 20.180. 

2.  A locally recorded impact fee deferral lien against the property involved, granted to the City of 
Vancouver in the amount of the deferral. The deed shall be signed by all owners of the property, 
with signatures acknowledged as required for a deed. The deed shall be binding on all 
successors, and subordinate to one mortgage for construction of the property granted by the 
impact fee deferral applicant. 

3.  The deferral period shall not exceed a period of 18 months from issuance of the building 
permit, at which time any deferred impact fees shall be due. 

4.  Upon receipt of all deferred impact fees, the City of Vancouver shall execute release of the lien 
for the property. The property owner at that time shall be responsible for recording the release, at 
their expense. 

5.  The City of Vancouver may institute foreclosure proceedings for unpaid impact fees due. For 
unpaid School Impact Fees, School Districts may also institute foreclosure proceedings if the City 
of Vancouver has not done so within 45 days after receiving notice from the District requesting 
initiation of such proceedings. (Ord. M-4172 § 2, 2016) 

20.915.080 Impact Fee Exemptions, Reductions, and Waivers. 

A.  Exemptions from impact fees. The following developments shall be exempt from the requirement 
for payment of impact fees: publicly operated elementary, middle, junior high and senior high schools, 
and administrative, maintenance and other facilities of a school district and facilities of an Educational 
Service District. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.180
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B.  Exemption or waiver from impact fees for low income housing pursuant to RCW 82.02.060(2). 
Pursuant to RCW 82.02.060(2), the Review Authority may grant a total or partial exemption or waiver 
from impact fees for housing developments containing up to three dwelling units and qualifying as 
low-income housing as defined in this Chapter, to be owned and occupied by, or leased to, low-income 
persons. Requests for exemption and/or waiver for four or more dwelling units must be approved by 
the City Council. No such impact fee exemption and/or waiver shall be granted for any low income 
housing that has been granted a property tax exemption pursuant to VMC 3.22, Multi-family Tax 
Abatement. Any such exemption or waiver shall be subject to: 

1.  Provision being made for payment of the impact fee from public funds other than impact fee 
accounts; and 

2.  Adequate documentation that the housing meets appropriate standards regarding household 
income, rent levels, sales price, location, and number of units; 

C.  Alternative exemption from impact fees for low-income housing pursuant to RCW 82.02.060(3). 
Pursuant to RCW 82.02.060(3), the City Council may grant an alternative exemption for low-income 
housing under this Subsection C. No such impact fee exemption and/or waiver shall be granted for any 
low income housing that has been granted a property tax exemption pursuant to VMC 3.22, 
Multi-family Tax Abatement 

1.  The City Council may either: 

a.  Grant a partial exemption of not more than eighty percent of impact fees, in which case 
there is no requirement to pay the exempted portion of the fee from public funds other than 
impact fee accounts; or 

b.  Provide a full waiver, in which case the remaining percentage of the exempted fee must 
be paid from public funds other than impact fee accounts; and 

2.  Compliance with all of the requirements of Subsection D of VMC 20.915.080 is required. 

D.  An exemption for low-income housing granted under Subsection B or C of this section must 
comply with all of the following conditions: 

1.  The developer shall record a covenant with the Clark County Auditor. The covenant must: 

a.  Prohibit using the property for any purpose other than for low-income housing. 

b.  Require that if the property is converted to a use other than for low-income housing, the 
property owner must pay the applicable impact fees in effect at the time of conversion. 

c.  Define low-income housing as housing for which the monthly housing expense is no 
greater than thirty percent of eighty percent of the median family income adjusted for family 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/82.02.060(2)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/82.02.060(2)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/3.22
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/82.02.060(3)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/82.02.060(3)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/3.22
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size for Clark County, Washington, as reported by the United States Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

2.  When the City grants an exemption for low-income housing granted under Subsection B or C 
of this section, it may not collect revenue lost through the granting of the exemption by increasing 
impact fees unrelated to the exemption. 

3.  A school district that receives school impact fees collected by the City must consent in writing 
prior to City approval of any exemption from school impact fees granted under Subsection B or C 
of this section. Failure of a school district to provide consent in writing within 30 days of written 
request for approval by the City shall constitute disapproval of the requested exemption. 

E.  Reduction in traffic impact fees for qualifying businesses. To promote business development, the 
Review Authority may grant a reduction of traffic impact fees as specified in Table 20.915.080-1 below 
for businesses which meet all of the following requirements: 

1.  The business owner shall commit, through a Development Agreement approved by City 
Council, to locate a number of new employees that coincides with the TIF incentive in Table 
20.915.080-1. Such new employees shall locate to the City within the first year of the business 
obtaining an occupancy permit; and 

2.  The median salary of all company employees to be located shall, at a minimum, coincide with 
the specified percent of median individual income in Table 20.915.080-1. Median individual 
income shall be based on the most recent available information from US Department of Housing 
and Urban Development for the Portland-Vancouver MSA at the time of the Development 
Agreement approval; and 

3.  If the owner or developer of the property or building is not the business locating within the city, 
documentation shall be submitted to the City that satisfactorily demonstrates that the business 
received the benefit of the fee reduction rather than the owner or developer; and 

4.  The business shall provide the city with such documentation and access to records as needed 
to verify satisfaction of the foregoing requirements. In the event that the business fails to satisfy 
any of the requirements criteria, the business shall pay to the city the amount of the fee reduction 
together with interest at the statutory rate provided for at RCW 19.52.010 upon demand. 

The city shall make provision for payment of the impact fee reduction to the transportation impact 
fee account from public funds other than impact fee accounts. 

Table 20.915.080-1 Business Development TIF Incentive 

Median Salary of All  
Business Employees 

Minimum 
Employees 

TIF Benefit 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/WA/RCW/19.52.010
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Table 20.915.080-1 Business Development TIF Incentive 

Median Salary of All  
Business Employees 

Minimum 
Employees 

TIF Benefit 

1. 200% of Median 

Individual Income 

200 25% TIF reduction, 

up to $100,000 

2. 150% of Median 

Individual Income 

250 25% TIF reduction, 

up to $100,000 

3. 125% of Median 

Individual Income 

300 25% TIF reduction, 

up to $100,000 

4. 200% of Median 

Individual Income 

400 50% TIF reduction, 

up to $200,000 

5. 150% of Median 

Individual Income 

500 50% TIF reduction, 

up to $200,000 

6. 125% of Median 

Individual Income 

600 50% TIF reduction, 

up to $200,000 

This provision shall be operative until December 31, 2020 unless renewed by City Council. 

F.  Criteria for calculating impact fees. The impact fee for an exempt or waived development shall be 
calculated as provided for in this Chapter and paid with public funds; except that there is no 
requirement to pay the exempted portion of the fee from public funds other than impact fee account for 
a partial exemption of not more than eighty percent of impact fees that has been approved under 
Subsection C of VMC 20.915.080. Such payment may be made by including such amount(s) in the 
public share of system improvements undertaken within the applicable service area. If an impact fee(s) 
is waived, the Review Authority, pursuant to Section 20.915.070 VMC, or state law may determine 
whether a public share-contribution or a reduced public-share contribution is required. 

(Ord. M-4154 § 3, 2016; Ord. M-4108 § 1, 2014; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.915.090 Impact Fee Credits. 

A.  For the developer. The developer shall be entitled to a credit against the applicable impact fee as 
follows: 

1.  The developer shall be entitled to a credit against the applicable impact fee for the fair market 
value of any dedication of land for and reasonable documented construction costs acceptable to 
the City associated with the improvement to, or new construction of any system improvements 
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provided by the developer that are identified in the capital facilities plan and that are required by 
the City as a condition of approval to the development proposal against which the impact fee is 
assessed. 

2.  No credit shall be given for project improvements as defined under VMC 20.150. 

3.  Traffic Impact Fee Credit. Effective June 3, 2015 (effective date of ordinance), the maximum 
traffic impact credit shall be in the amount of the impact fee applicable to the development 
proposal against which the impact fee is assessed. The credit shall be applied to the impact fee as 
calculated for the development proposal against which the impact fee is assessed and shall not 
exceed the impact fee due. 

4.  Street Project Assessment Reimbursement Contract for Excess Costs. If a developer has 
incurred costs for street project system improvements in excess of the amount of the traffic impact 
fee applicable to the development proposal against which the impact fee is assessed, the 
developer may apply to the City for a street project assessment reimbursement contract pursuant 
to VMC Chapter 11.10. 

5.  Existing traffic impact fee credits. TIF credits that existed prior to June 3, 2015 (effective date 
of ordinance) shall be utilized consistent with the provisions of the TIF Program Technical 
Document. The value and ownership of such TIF credits as of June 3, 2015 (effective date of 
ordinance) shall be documented by a list thereof published by the City and distributed by US mail 
to the last known addresses of said owners on June 3, 2015 (effective date of ordinance). 

B.  Traffic Impact Fee reduction. The developer may be provided a TIF reduction pursuant to Section 
20.550.050(A) VMC. 

C.  Traffic Impact Fee Credit for the developer. Additionally, the developer may be provided a credit 
against the impact fee in an amount up to 10% of the traffic component to account for contributions of 
mass transit facilities that are approved by the City and made a condition of approval for the 
development. 

D.  Impact fee reduction. Where impact fees are owing prior to completion of a system improvement 
undertaken by the developer, the impact fee shall be reduced by 85% from the Director of Public 
Works estimate of the credit to be due upon dedication and completion of the required work, provided, 
if the same has been assured by a bond or other guarantee, as governed by Chapter 20.909 VMC, to 
be completed no later than the date of occupancy for commercial/industrial/multi-family structures or 
the final building inspection for single-family and other uses. Upon completion of the required system 
improvement, appropriate refunds shall be made and credits recognized up to but not to exceed the 
amount of the impact fee applicable to the development proposal against which the impact fee is 
assessed based upon the Director of Public Works’ determination of the value of dedication and 
reasonable construction costs. 

https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.150
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/11.10
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.550.050(A)
https://vancouver.municipal.codes/VMC/20.909
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E.  City credit utilization. Traffic impact fee credits issued by the City after June 3, 2015, (effective date 
of adopted ordinance) may be utilized in lieu of cash payment only for traffic impact fees for the 
development proposal against which the impact fee is assessed, as provided in subsection A.3 above. 
Other impact fee credits recognized by the City may be utilized in lieu of cash payment of impact fees 
for the subject development and/or any other development within the same service area. 

(Ord. M-4107 § 6, 2014; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

20.915.100 Other provisions. 

A.  Process for revision of traffic impact fees. Traffic impact fee rates shall be adjusted periodically to 
reflect changes in costs of land acquisition and construction, facility plan projects and anticipated 
growth. Traffic Impact Fee Program Technical Document may contain provision for automatic revision 
of traffic impact fee rate no more than once annually to reflect the change in a generally recognized 
and applicable inflation/deflation index. 

B.  Park impact fee rates may be revised. Rates may be revised using the following process: 

1.  The adopted Park Impact Fee Technical Document may be revised periodically by the City 
Council when financial analysis establishes that there is a need for a major program update. Such 
adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption by the City Council 

2.  Between major program updates, the Park Impact Fee Technical Document may contain a 
provision for automatic revision of rates no more than once calculated park impact fee will be 
adjusted annually to account for inflation/deflation using the indexing methodology described in 
the adopted Park Impact Fee Technical Document. Such adjustments shall only become effective 
upon adoption by the City Council. 

C.  Process for revision of school impact fees. School impact fee rates shall be adjusted periodically to 
reflect changes in costs of land acquisition and construction, facility plan projects and anticipated 
growth. Such adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption by the City Council of a 
modification to the Capital Facilities Plan. 

D.  Operation of impact fee fund. The City has created and established a special purpose, nonlapse 
impact fee fund. The City Finance Director shall establish separate accounts within such fund and 
maintain records for each such account whereby impact fees collected can be segregated by type of 
facility and by service area: 

1.  Collected interest. All interest shall be retained in the account and expended for the intended 
purposes that the impact fees were imposed. 

2.  Impact fee fund annual report. By April of each year, the Finance Director shall provide a 
report for the previous calendar year on each impact fee account showing the source and amount 
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of moneys collected, earned or received and system improvements that were financed in whole or 
in part by impact fees. 

E.  Inter-local agreements and fees. The City of Vancouver may enter into an inter-local agreement 
with Clark County to establish a coordinated program for the imposition, collection, administration and 
expenditure of traffic and park impact fees. 

F.  School impact fees. School impact fees shall not be collected on behalf of any school district until 
such district enters into an inter-local agreement with City of Vancouver providing for submittal of 
capital facilities plans, fund administration, report of expenditure, allocation of risk, and other 
appropriate matters. Where Clark County adopts a substantially similar school impact fee for a district 
whose boundaries include portions of the City of Vancouver, such an inter-local agreement may 
include the County. The inter-local agreement may include a fee to cover the City’s cost of 
administering the School Impact Fee Program. 

G.  Imposition of impact fees for costs previously incurred. The Review Authority may impose an 
impact fee for system improvements costs previously incurred by the City of Vancouver to the extent 
that new growth and development will be served by the previously constructed improvements, 
provided such fee shall not be imposed to make up for any system improvement deficiencies. 

H.  Expenditures for system improvements with impact fees. Impact fees for system improvements 
shall be expended only in conformance with the capital facilities plan. Impact fees shall be expended 
or encumbered for a permissible use within ten years of receipt, unless an extraordinary and 
compelling reason exists for fees to be held longer than ten years. Such extraordinary or compelling 
reasons shall be identified in written findings by the City Council. 

I.  Refunds for the current owner. The current owner of property on which an impact fee has been paid 
may receive a refund of such fee if the City fails to expend or encumber the impact fees within ten 
years of when the fees were paid, or such other period of time established pursuant to this subsection, 
on public facilities intended to benefit the development activity for which the impact fees were paid. In 
determining whether impact fees have been encumbered, impact fees shall be considered 
encumbered on a first-in, first-out basis. The current owner likewise may receive a proportionate 
refund where the public funding of applicable service area projects by the end of such ten-year period 
has been insufficient to satisfy the ratio of public-to-private funding for such service area as 
established in the capital facilities plan. The City shall notify potential claimants by first-class mail 
deposited with the United States Postal Service at the last known address of claimants. 

1.  Refund time period. The request for refund money must be submitted to the Vancouver City 
Council in writing within one year of the date the right to claim the refund arises or the date the 
notice is given, whichever is later. Any impact fees that are not expended within these time 
limitations, and for which no application for refund has been made within this one year period, 
shall be retained and expended on the indicated capital facilities. Refunds of impact fees under 
this subsection shall include interest earned on the impact fees. 
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2.  Criteria for a refund with interest. A developer may request and shall receive a refund, 
including interest earned on the impact fees, when the building permit for which the impact fee has 
been paid has lapsed for noncommencement of construction. A partial refund shall be provided 
where the project for which a building permit has been issued has been altered resulting in a 
decrease in the amount of the impact fee due. 

J.  Impact fees as additional and supplemental requirements. The impact fee is additional and 
supplemental to, and not in substitution of, any other requirements imposed by the City on the 
development of land or the issuance of building permits. This is provided that any other such City 
development regulation which would require the developer to undertake dedication or construction of a 
facility contained within the City Capital Facility Plan shall be imposed only if the developer is given a 
credit against impact fees as provided for in Section 20.915.090 VMC. 

(Ord. M-4181 § 3, 2016; Ord. M-4107 § 7, 2014; Ord. M-4034 § 31, 2012; Ord. M-3959 § 46, 2010; Ord. M-3952 § 2, 
2010; Ord. M-3951 § 2, 2010; Ord. M-3933 § 5, 2009; Ord. M-3909 § 2, 2008; Ord. M-3854 § 2, 2007; Ord. M-3785 § 2, 
2006; Ord. M-3653 § 1, 2004; Ord. M-3643, 2004) 

The Vancouver Municipal Code is current through Ordinance M-4264, passed February 25, 
2019. 
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INTRODUCTION & PURPOSE 

State statute (RCW 82.02.050) authorizes qualified Washington counties and cities to collect impact fees 
to “ensure that adequate facilities are available to serve new growth and development.”  The statute 
requires that impact fees are reasonably related to, and reasonably benefit new development, must 
provide a balance between impact fees and other sources of public funds, and cannot rely solely on 
impact fees for the costs of system improvements to serve new growth.   

Impact fees are to be based on established standards, procedures and criteria.  Public facilities or system 
improvements on which impact fees may be spent are limited to 1) parks, open space and recreation 
facilities, 2) roads, 3) schools, and 4) fire protection facilities. These facilities must be part of a capital 
facilities plan that is a component of an adopted comprehensive land use plan.   Impact fees must be 
encumbered or expended within ten years of collection, or refunded.  

The Park Impact Fee Technical Document provides the framework and details of the Park Impact Fee 
(PIF) program and designed to serve as a vehicle to streamline rate updates and program changes at the 
direction of the elected officials of the City of Vancouver. 

The PIF Technical Document details the numeric formula factors used in the fee calculation, delineates a 
map of the applicable service districts, and defines the fee rate schedule by park district and residential 
structure type.   In addition, the document outlines a methodology for future implementation of park 
impact fee annual indexing in order to keep pace with fluctuations in the economic market and more 
accurately reflect current acquisition and development costs.  To date, fee indexing updates have not 
been implemented, but at the direction of the City Council rate change proposals can be brought 
forward for consideration.   Future proposals would provide an updated analysis for inflation or 
deflation adjustments, identify any revised data sources or values for formula factors, and include a 
proposed fee rate schedule.  

Amendments to the 2019 PIF Technical Document reflect results of a complete cost analysis, updated 
formula factor values, a revised rate schedule, and the addition of Park Overlay Service Areas to provide 
the option to use funds outside city limits under limited circumstances.   

BACKGROUND 

On August 7, 1995 the City of Vancouver implemented the collection of impact fees for parks, roads and 
schools.  More specifically, the Park Impact Fee program was structured to support urban park system 
improvements, including the acquisition and development of neighborhood and community parks and 
urban open space.  In 1997, the City of Vancouver and Clark County entered into an Interlocal 
Agreement for the consolidation and management of a county wide park system and administration of 
the Park Impact Fee Program.  Minor amendments to the program occurred over the years that 
followed, with the most recent City of Vancouver PIF update going into effect on June 3, 2004, fifteen 
years prior to the 2019 amendments. 
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In 2009, references to the fee schedule, service area maps and numeric calculation factors were 
removed from the 2007 Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and 
Open Space Plan (Parks Plan) and the Vancouver Municipal Code with the adoption of the first Park 
Impact Fee Technical Document.  The purposes were to streamline future updates outside of the 
Comprehensive Plan amendment process, define a methodology for future implementation of fee 
indexing, and improve consistency between city and county administrative codes as they related to the 
application and management of the joint park impact fee program in effect at that time.    

Park Impact Fees are calculated using acquisition and development cost components.   Historically, 
revenues received from park impact fees were held in separate acquisition and development accounts 
for each of the park districts.   Although this is not required by either state law or city code, their use 
was restricted by city policy to either acquisition or development depending on which account the 
revenue was drawn from until the accounts were merged in 2016.  

The Interlocal Agreement for joint administration of the Park System and Park Impact Fee Program 
between the City of Vancouver and Clark County was terminated with a Wind-Up Agreement adopted 
by both jurisdictions.  Effective January 1, 2014, the city and county began the administration of 
independent park impact fee programs.  Termination of the interlocal agreement initiated multiple 
amendments to this document in 2016 to improve flexibility in management of the program, and assure 
compliance with the state statutes regarding concurrency and use of impact fees.     

2016 PIF Technical Document amendments included: 

 Applicability to only the area within the Vancouver city limits,   
 Realignment of the original ten (10) park impact fee service area districts to three (3) service 

area districts,  
 Fee schedule revised to reflect an average of the then existing 2004 schedule based on the 

districts located within the realigned Districts A, B, and C, (Figure 1), 
 Clarification that revenues collected within each park impact fee service area, including 

acquisition and development components, are to be managed as a single account for 
expenditures and concurrency, and 

 Reformatting, clarifications, and correction of scrivener’s errors. 
 

(Approved by Resolution M-3910 and Ordinance M-4181) 
 
2019 PIF Technical Document amendments include: 
 

 Establishing Park Overlay Service Areas to clarify the use of PIF outside city limits 
 Reformatting, updating the program history, clarifications, and corrections.  
 Results of a detailed land and development cost analysis for system improvements,  
 Updated values to formula factors,  
 Revised fee rates and implementation schedule  
 Adjustments to the PIF formula for implementation of the component-specific indices. and 
 Reformatting, updating the program history, clarifications, and corrections.  
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PARK IMPACT FEE FACTORS 

The formula used to compute park impact fee rates is based on four primary factors:  1) acquisition 
costs, 2) development costs, 3) adopted park standards, and 4) a cost adjustment factor as required by 
state law. 

1. Acquisition cost is the unique cost of land acquisition in each of the established park districts.  

2. Development cost is the average cost of park development over all park districts within the City of 
Vancouver.  

3. Adopted park standards are those adopted by the City of Vancouver Comprehensive Parks, 
Recreation and Natural Areas Plan for Neighborhood and Community Parks and Urban Natural Areas 
(also referred to as Urban Open Space).  These standards are population based and represent the acres 
of land needed to serve one thousand residents for each of the respective park types. 

4. Adjustment factor is based on state statute that requires an “adjustment to the cost of public 
facilities for past or future payments made or reasonably anticipated to be made by new 
development...”.”    

State statute requires that park facilities on which impact fees may be spent must be part of a capital 
facilities plan that is a component of an adopted comprehensive land use plan.   
The Vancouver Municipal Code (VMC 20.915.100) anticipates that impact fee rates will be revised 
periodically when financial analysis establishes that there is a need for a major program update.  Such 
adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption by the City Council.  Between major program 
updates park impact fee rates may be adjusted automatically, no more than once annually , or adjusted 
annually to account for inflation/deflation using an the indexing methodology contained in this 
document in order to keep fees in pace with market changes in land values, construction material and 
labor costs as much as possible.  All fee adjustments are to be described in a Technical Document to be 
reviewed and adopted by the Vancouver City Council.  

 

Park Impact Fee Formula  
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Figure 1 – Park Impact Fee Formula 
 

 

 

     PIF         =       Acquisition Cost       +   Development Cost     -   Cost Adjustment Factor   
 

     PIF         =         (Ca  x  Ia  x  Sa)    +     (Cd  x  Id  x  Sd)       x    U         x    A      
                                         P                                      P 
 

 

 “PIF” represents the total cost of the impact fee per single family/duplex, or multi-family  
residenceresidential unit. 

 

Acquisition Cost 

“Ca” represents the average cost per acre for land appraisal, land acquisition, associated due 
diligence fees and expenses, closing costs and Level 1 Development for each service area as 
described in the Parks Plan for Neighborhood Parks, Community Parks and Urban Natural Areas, and 
adopted by City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to VMC 20.915.100.B.    

“Ia” represents the percentage annual inflation/deflation adjustment index applicable to the 
acquisition component, as outlined in the Park Impact Fee Program Technical Document and 
annually determined by City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to VMC 
20.915.100.B. 

“Sa” represents the parks acquisition standard in acres per thousand residents for Neighborhood 
Parks, Community Parks and Urban Natural Areas as established in the City of Vancouver 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Natural Areas Plan (Parks Plan).  The current (2014) 
acquisition standard per the Parks Plan is 6 acres per thousand residents.  This standard is designed 
to include a combined 5 acres / 1,000 residents for Neighborhood and Community Parks and one 
acre per thousand for Urban Natural Areas.  Within the combined standard, the preferred 
distribution is two acres for Neighborhood Parks and three acres for Community Parks.  However, 
the combined standard allows for modifications where existing and proposed development limits 
the availability of parcels large enough to accommodate the preferred standard-size for Community 
Parks.  

 “P” represents one thousand (1,000) residents. 
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Development Cost: 

“Cd” represents the average cost per acre for site development.  Development costs shall be 
calculated assuming development standards described in the Parks Plan for Neighborhood and 
Community Parks, and the Vancouver City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to 
VMC 20.915.100.B.  The 2019 development cost includes changes in the Level-2 development 
standards to install irrigation as well as more themed play structures where feasible. 

“Id” represents the percentage annual inflation/deflation adjustment index applicable to the 
development component as outlined in the Park Impact Fee Program Technical Document and 
annually determined by the Vancouver  City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to 
VMC 20.915.100.B. 

“Sd” represents the parks development standard in acres per thousand residents for 
Neighborhood and Community Parks as established in the Parks Plan.  The current development 
standard per the Parks Plan is 4.25 acres of developed park land / 1,000 residents.  No development 
standard is proposed for Urban Natural Areas, which should remain in a relatively natural condition.  

“P” represents one thousand (1,000) residents. 

Occupants per Dwelling Unit 

“U” represents the average number of occupants per single-family/duplex dwelling unit or per 
other multifamily dwelling unit, based on the most current applicable statistical census data (US 
Census Bureau or Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) census data for persons 
per dwelling unit) and as adopted by Vancouver City Council in the impact fee revision process 
pursuant to VMC 20.915.100.B.    

Current fee rates are based on 201800 OFM census data for Vancouver, identifying 2.59 67 persons 
per dwelling unit for a single family/duplex (SF) residence, and 1.92.11 persons per household for a 
multi-family (MF) residence of two or more units (including condominiums). 

 

Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) 

“A” represents an adjustment to the cost of park facilities for past or future payments made or 
reasonably anticipated to be made by new development to pay for park system improvements in 
the form of user fees, debt service payments, or other payments earmarked for ,or proratable to,  
park system improvements.  The City of Vancouver adjustment value is determined to be five 
percent (5%), so that “A” factor equals 95%.  
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City General Fund and Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) contributions to park system capital 
improvements were calculated from 2008 through 2018.  The ten-year average confirmed that five 
percent (5%) or less of other public funds support park capital projects eligible for PIF funding.   

PARK DISTRICT SERVICE AREAS 

State statutes allow cities and counties to impose impact fees to support public facilities needed to 
serve new growth and development.  The public facilities need to be reasonably related to and benefit 
the new development.  Jurisdictions are required to establish one or more defined geographic service 
areas within which it shall calculate and impose impact fees.   

With the 1997 Interlocal Agreement for joint management of the county-wide park system and the park 
impact fee program, ten park impact fee districts, or service area boundaries, were delineated 
irrespective of jurisdictional boundaries.  Boundaries focused primarily on natural and manmade 
barriers to walkability to assure the maximum possible nexus relationship between those paying the fee 
and those benefiting from the facility improvements.     

Changing conditions led to the 2016 realignment of district boundaries to increase flexibility in the 
management of the Park Impact Fee Program, including: 

 Dissolution of Interlocal Agreement 
The Interlocal Agreement for joint management of the county-wide park system and the park 
impact fee program was dissolved, effective January 1, 2014.   
 

 Increased Residential Densities 
Residential densities within the City of Vancouver increased significantly in the twenty years 
following the adoption of the original 1995 PIF program.  With fewer properties to develop, PIF 
funds accumulated more slowly within the respective park districts. 
 

 Economic Recession 
Although the impact fee program provides a significant portion of the funds that support park 
land acquisition and development, park maintenance revenues are supported by the City of 
Vancouver General Fund.  Housing markets as well as city revenues were significantly impacted 
by the economic recession that was felt nationwide.  
 

 Concurrency  

State statutes define the timeline within which impact fee funds must be committed, expended 
or refunded to the current property owner.  With a slower rate of growth resulting from 
increased residential densities and the economic recession, it became increasingly difficult to 
accumulate the resources necessary to fund projects and commit maintenance resources within 
the concurrency timelines specified by state law.  
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 Level of Service 
Our community enjoys the benefit of having multiple streams and rivers that lace through our 
landscape.  However, some park districts have a greater abundance of these natural resources 
than others, creating a notable imbalance in the measureable level of service by park district for 
Urban Natural Areas.  Likewise, some of the larger community parks that functionally serve 
outside of their current park district boundaries also present an unrealistic measure of our level 
of service city wide.   
 

Combined, these factors supported the need for increased flexibility in the management of the impact 
fee program by reducing the number of park districts or service areas.  The 2016 amendments to the 
Park Impact Fee Technical Document realigned the districts as shown in Figure 2.  Districts 1, 9 and 10 
merge to form District A.  Districts 2, 7 and 8 merge to form District B, and districts 3, 4, 5, and 6 merge 
to form District C.   
 
Districts A, B, and C cover the entire City of Vancouver and Vancouver Urban Growth Area, however City 
park impact fees are only collected in those areas within the Vancouver city limits.  As areas within the 
unincorporated Vancouver Urban Growth Boundary are annexed, the City of Vancouver’s jurisdiction for 
collection of fees will expand automatically, with newly annexed properties assigned to the appropriate 
park district based on Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 – Park Impact Fee Districts (2016) 

Park Overlay Service Areas 

Park Overlay Service Areas are identified in Figure 3, as provided in VMC 20.915.030(C)(3), for situations  
‘where a system improvement is designed to serve an established service area, or service areas, but is 
located entirely or partly outside of the City and/or urban growth area, and provides a substantial 
benefit to the assigned service area’.   
 
The overlays are part of the underlying Districts A, B, and/or C, as identified in the Figure 2, and do not 
constitute a new park impact fee district or unique fee schedule.    Properties within an overlay service 
area are not subject to City impact fees to the extent those properties are outside the City.   
 
Park Overlay Service Areas have been generally defined adjacent to and outside city limits and the 
VUGA, as shown in Figure 3.  This delineation intends to capture the service area gaps proximate to the 
Vancouver city limits and provide the flexibility needed for site acquisition or development to address 
system deficits.  The overlays are drawn to extend outside city limits one-half of the Community Park 
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service area as defined in the Vancouver Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Natural Areas Plan (Park 
Plan).  When this provision is utilized for a Neighborhood Park outside city limits, projects will be located 
one-half of the applicable service area as defined in the Park Plan for Neighborhood Parks.   
 
The use of PIF for a system improvement within a Park Overlay Service Area shall meet these criteria: 
 

1. The presence of a system deficit within the applicable park district(s) and a lack of reasonable 
alternatives available within the district or within city boundaries to address the identified need. 

 
2. Park needs located within city limits and/or the Vancouver Urban Growth Area would be met 

through the proposed system improvement(s).    
 

3. System improvements within the overlay area align with projects identified in the capital 
facilities plan.   

 
4. Benefits provided by projects within the overlay areas equal or exceed benefits from 

alternatives available within the established underlying service area(s). 
 

5. Potential partnerships with other jurisdictions or public agencies within the overlay service area 
lying outside city limits have been explored to address planning, funding, management, and/or 
maintenance opportunities. 
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Figure 3 –Park Overlay Service Areas (2019) 
PARK IMPACT FEE RATE SCHEDULE 

 

CITY OF VANCOUVER PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE - 2004 

Park District Single-Family Multi-Family 

1 $2,243 $1,639 

2 $2,751 $2,011 

3 $2,385 $1,743 

4 $2,116 $1,546 

5 $1,926 $1,407 

6 $1,683 $1,203 

7 $2,007 $1,467 
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8 $1,927 $1,408 

9 $2,132 $1,558 

10 $1,674 $1,223 
 

The 2004 fee scheduled listed above was adopted by Ordinance M-3653, and became effective June 3, 
2004. The 2016 PIF Technical Document does not propose an update to the factors used to calculate 
park impact fee rates for land acquisition or development based upon current costs.  However, with the 
merging of park districts from ten into three, a simple methodology was utilized to create an average fee 
from the existing fee schedule based on the districts located within the realigned Districts A, B, and C. 
Current (1997) park districts 6, 8, 9 and 10 are completely or predominantly outside the City of 
Vancouver.   The current fees for these districts were, therefore, excluded from the 2016 rate schedule 
calculation.   

The 2016 fee rate for District A includes the 2004 fee rate for District 1, excluding Districts 9 and 10.  
District B averages the 2004 rates for Districts 2 and 7 (city portion), excluding District 8.  District C 
averages the 2004 rates for Districts 3, 4, and 5 (city portion), excluding District 6. The 2016 rate 
schedule is listed in the table below.  
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CITY OF VANCOUVER PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE - 2016 

2016 Realigned        Park 
Districts 

1997 Original      Park 
Districts Single Family* Multi-Family* 

A 

1 

$2,243 $1,639 9 

10 

B 

2 

$2,379 $1,739 7 

8 

C 

3 

$2,142 $1,565 
4 

5 

6 
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2019 PARK IMPACT FEE COST ANALYSIS 

Prior to adoption of the 2019 edition of the PIF Technical Document, PIF rates were based on a cost 
analysis implemented in 2004 using 2001-2002 property value and construction cost data.  Multiple 
analyses were completed in the interim between 2004 and 2019, but neither fee adjustments nor fee 
indexing was implemented.  Following a similar methodology to prior studies, the 2019 analysis 
reviewed the most current data available for land and development costs, as well as applicable updates 
to formula factors. 
 
Calculating the average land value estimates began with generating data on Vacant Buildable Lands 
within the City of Vancouver using 2018 year end sale data provided by the Clark County Assessor’s 
Office and GIS Departments.  This data was then progressively filtered to identify reasonably viable 
future park land acquisition parcels.  Due to the declining availability of undeveloped parcels within city 
limits, the filter criteria was modified to include vacant and underutilized multi-family, commercial and 
industrial zoned parcels  as viable future park sites.   Additional adjustments included using group-
market value per acre versus assessed value per acre, and the threshold building value was increased to 
reflect the significant rise in residential structure values, yet maintain the bottom 20th percentile of 
Building Value Average (BVA) as in prior fee studies.  The revised criteria resulted in a reduced BVA and 
increased the sample set of viable parcels for future park use. 
 
Land value estimates include average transactions costs associated with land purchases such as closing 
costs, appraisals, land surveys, environmental and cultural studies, and Level-1 improvement.  Level-1 
improvement describes initial site improvements following a land purchase to remove liability and 
safety concerns, preserve existing natural resources and to prepare a site master plan, or concept plan, 
for future site development. 
 
Development cost estimates were based on average costs per acre using prior city and county park 
construction projects completed between 2009 and 2018.  Per acre costs were adjusted with a modest 
annual inflation rate since the date of construction and the addition of irrigation and themed play 
structures to Level-2 development standards.   
 
Based on the cost analysis, the resulting acquisition and development cost per person, and per acre, are 
listed by park district in Table 1.  The cost variation per park district reflects the differences in property 
values across the city, whereas the development costs are consistent across park districts.  With the 
acquisition and development cost estimates per person, Table 2 applies the Cost Adjustment Factor 
(variable ‘A’) to calculate the PIF rate per single family and multi-family housing unit.   
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Table 1 – ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT COST PER ACRE AND PER PERSON 

 
NOTES: 

         1.  Average 2018 Grouped Market Land Values based on Clark County GIS dataset.  County data removed for city only analysis. 
2.  Development costs reflect combined average of Neighborhood and Community Parks. 

   2.  Includes development standard upgrades including irrigation and themed play equipment. 
   3.  Statistical averages provided by OFM for the City of Vancouver. 

     4.  Median value per Park Impact Fee District.   
    The overall average represents the median value of all eligible parcels versus an average of per district values. 
       

Table 2 – PIF RATE PER HOUSING TYPE BASED ON 2019 COST ANALYSIS 

 

NOTES: 
         Assumes 2.671569 PPH based on 2018 estimate provided by OFM for SFR and 2.111388 PPH for MFR 

   2018 Parcel Property Value dataset 
        

 

PIF
DISTRICT

Average $
Per Acre 4

Acquisition
$ / Person $ Per Acre Development

$ / Person
PIF

District
Cost

Per Person

A 316,231         1,976             260,333         1,106             A 3,082           

B 547,021         3,360             260,333         1,106             B 4,467           

C 456,538         2,817             260,333         1,106             C 3,924           

Average 483,223$       2,718$           260,333$       1,106$           Avg 3,824$         

 DEVELOPMENT2 TOTAL
Per District ACQUISITION1

PIF
District

Acq. $
Per Person

Devel. $
Per Person

Total $
Per Person

Minus 
5% CAF 

Single Family 
(2.67 persons)

Multi-Family 
(2.11 persons)

A 1,976          1,106        3,082        2,928      7,822                6,182                

B 3,360          1,106        4,467        4,243      11,336              8,959                

C 2,817          1,106        3,924        3,728      9,959                7,870                

Average 2,718          1,106        3,824        3,633      9,706                7,671                

2018 Data
PIF Rate per Housing Type2018 Costs Per Person
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Based on the cost analysis the average PIF  increase is 330% and 365% for single family/duplex and 
multi-family units, respectively, compared to rates in effect prior to the 2019 update (See Table 3).  This 
significant increase is easily explained by the prolonged time period since the last fee update as well as 
the dramatic economic fluctuations throughout the fifteen years since the rates were first implemented 
in 2004.  

Table 3 – PIF RATE COMPARISON-2019 COST ANALYSIS ($483,000 PER ACRE LAND VALUE) 

 

The cost analysis was reviewed internally regarding assumptions and methodology and evaluated by a 
private consultant, which confirmed the approach was consistent with the intent of the PIF Technical 
Document and prior analyses.    

Although the cost analysis accurately reflects typical land acquisition and development market costs, the 
land value component is the most challenging factor in the PIF formula to evaluate due to the multitude 
of variables that influence land prices.  Recognizing the potential impact of the calculated increase on 
affordable housing, land costs were reevaluated based upon prior land purchases with a three percent 
(3%) inflation factor for each year since the transaction occurred.  This exercises identified an average 
per acre land cost of approximately $250,000 per acre for park and open space properties.   
 
With the adjusted land value ($250,000 per acre) Table 4 reflects the average percent of increase in park 
impact fee rates at 203% and 227% for single family/duplex and multi-family units, respectively, 
compared to rates prior to the 2019 update.  This represents a 30% reduction from the rate calculated in 
the 2019 analysis using the 2018 market land value data.  This decrease provides some relief to the 
affordable housing challenges felt across the city as well as statewide.   

Single Family 
Unit

(2.6 persons)

Multi-Family 
Unit

(1.9 persons)

Single Family 
(2.67 persons)

Multi-Family 
(2.11 persons)

Single Family 
% Change

Multi-Family 
% Change

2,243                1,639                7,822                6,182                249% 277%

2,379                1,739                11,336              8,959                377% 415%

2,142                1,565                9,959                7,870                365% 403%

2,255                1,648                9,706                7,671                330% 365%

2004 - 2019 
PIF Rates

2018 Data
PIF Rate per Housing Type

PIF Rate
% Change
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Table 4 – PIF RATE COMPARISON - ADJUSTED FOR $250,000 PER ACRE LAND VALUE 

 

PARK IMPACT FEE RATE SCHEDULE 
To further soften the implementation of revised rates on the construction community and affordable 
housing market, Table 5 reflects a three-year phased rate increase, effective January 1st of each year 
from 2020 through 2022.  Automatic indexing per the defined methodology contained herein is to be 
initiated June 1st of 2023 and thereafter per VMC 20.915.100.  The applicable park impact fee rate shall 
be calculated and collected at issuance of building permit per VMC 20.915, based upon park district and 
residential structure type.   

Table 5 – 3-YEAR PIF PHASING IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

 

Single Family 
Unit

(2.6 persons)

Multi-Family 
Unit

(1.9 persons)

Single Family 
(2.67 persons)

Multi-Family 
(2.11 persons)

Single Family 
% Change

Multi-Family 
% Change

2,243                1,639                6,813                5,385                204% 229%

2,379                1,739                6,813                5,385                186% 210%

2,142                1,565                6,813                5,385                218% 244%

2,255                1,648                6,813                5,385                203% 227%

2004 - 2019 
PIF Rates

2018 Data
PIF Rate per Housing Type

PIF Rate
% Change

Jan. 1, 2020 100% 100%

A $4,486 $3,278

B $4,758 $3,478

C $4,284 $3,130

Jan. 1, 2021 150% 150%

A $5,608 $4,098

B $5,948 $4,348

C $5,355 $3,913

Jan. 1, 2022 203% 227%

A $6,796 $5,356

B $7,208 $5,683

C $6,490 $5,115

MF % 
Increase

Implementation 
Year

Park 
District

SF % 
Increase

Single 
Family /  
Duplex

Multi-Family
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NOTES: Automatic annual Indexing of fees begins June 1, 2023 
              Adopted by Resolution M-XXXX, effective January 1, 2020 

 
(As adopted by Resolution M-XXXX, effective November X, 2016) 
*Rates are the average of the 2004 fee schedule of those districts merged within the respective 2016 
Realigned Park Districts. 

FUND MANAGEMENT 

 
 
RCW 82.020.070 and Vancouver Municipal Code 20.915.100 both specify that a non-lapse impact fee 
fund will be established and separate accounts within the fund will be established for each type of 
facility and service area.  These references are applied in the context of the collection of funds for 
transportation, school and park facilities.   

The park impact fee calculation formula includes an acquisition and development component.   Prior to 
2016 there were separate acquisition and development accounts for each of the park districts although 
this was not required by either state law or city code.  Acquisition and development accounts were 
merged in 2016 into a single account retrospectively for each of the original ten districts, and each of 
the realigned park districts (A, B and C) have a single account prospectively.  
 
This revised approach to fund management provides improved flexibility and responsiveness to meet 
community needs and adopted standards.  In the long term, every effort should be made to implement 
the intent of the Park Impact Fee Program to provide equitable distribution of parks and natural areas 
throughout each park district as identified in the Park Plan, providing a long term balance between land 
acquisition and site development.  This management policy is consistent with the historic calculation 
and tracking of concurrency by park district with the merging of the acquisition and development 
accounts. 

The use of park impact fees will continue to be restricted to the district from which they were collected.   
For example, a fee collected in what was District 3, should only be spent within the District 3 service 
area until these original district funds are exhausted.  In the future, fees collected in District B may be 
spent anywhere within the service area of District B.    Exceptions to the use of PIF funds within the park 
impact fee district where it was collected are based upon the conditions and factors outlined for Park 
Overlay Service Areas above and VMC 20.915.030. 
 

PARK IMPACT FEE INDEX METHODOLOGY 

Purpose  

The intent of indexing is simply to keep impact fees as current as possible between major program 
updates by accounting for  inflationfluctuations in the economic market or deflation adjustments over 
time using a known recognized or common factor , such as the consumer price index or the construction 
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cost index.   Annually adjusted adjustments impact fees also minimize potential the progressive 
accumulation of public share obligations to the park system, which are caused by the  infrastructure 
deficits created by under-collection of fees for the proportionate share created by new growth.  
Likewise, it adjusts for an over-collection of fees if market costs decline.  difference between current 
rates and the annually eroding value of those rates as they are impacted by inflation.  Indexing is 
implemented based on by City Code VMC20.915.100  (Other Provisions)). 

 

Park impact fee rates may be revised using the following process: 

1. The adopted Park Impact Fee Program Technical Document may be revised periodically by 
the City Council when financial analysis establishes that there is a need for a major program 
update.  Such adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption by the City Council.   

2. Between major program updates, the calculated park impact fee will be adjusted annually to 
account for inflation/deflation using the indexing methodology described in the adopted Park 
Impact Fee Technical Document.   Such adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption 
by the City Council. 

Indexing Models Commonly Used by Other Jurisdictions 

Numerous jurisdictions across Washington and Oregon apply an annual inflation index to their impact 
fees or system development charges.  CSeveral common indices are used, as include: 

 Producer Price Index (PPI) – shows the direction and magnitude of price changes for finished 
goods; published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

 Consumer Price Index (CPI) – shows day-to-day inflation in prices as experienced by urban 
consumers for a representative basket of goods and services; also published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. 

•  
 

• Engineering News Record (ENR)  – calculates national index of building cost changes using a 20 
city average and individual costs as local average.  ENR offers two indices, :the  Construction 
Cost Index (CCI) and the Building Cost Index (BCI1)1.  The CCI can be used where labor costs are a 
high proportion of total costs.  The BCI is more applicable for structures.  There is no comparable 
Southwest Washington-specific index, so the index for the City of Seattle would be the best 
comparable available.  

  
 
 The difference is in their labor component. The CCI uses 200 hours of common labor, multiplied by the 20-city 
average rate for wages and fringe benefits. The BCI uses 68.38 hours of skilled labor, multiplied by the 20-city wage- 
fringe average for three trades–bricklayers, carpenters and structural ironworkers. For their materials component, 
both indexes use 25 cwt of fabricated standard structural steel at the 20-city average price, 1.128 tons of bulk 
Portland cement priced locally and 1,088 board ft. of 2x4 lumber priced locally. The ENR indexes measure how much 
it costs to purchase this hypothetical package of goods compared to what it was in the base year. The difference 
between ENR’s Construction Cost Index and Building Cost Index is the approach to the labor component. The CCI uses 
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200 hours of common labor, multiplied by the 20-city average rate for wages and fringe benefits. The BCI uses 68.38 
hours of skilled labor, multiplied by the 20-city wage- fringe average for three trades–bricklayers, carpenters and 
structural ironworkers. For their materials component, both indexes use 25 cwt of fabricated standard structural steel 
at the 20-city average price, 1.128 tons of bulk Portland cement priced locally and 1,088 board ft. of 2 x 4 lumber 
priced locally. The ENR indexes [sic] measure how much it costs to purchase this hypothetical package of goods 
compared to what it was in the base year. (Source: enr.construction.com) 

 
 
Additionally, two primary approaches exist to apply indexed adjustments : uniformly across components 
or uniquely to each component. 
 
 Uniform Indexing Approach 

 – The uniform approach merely applies an index to the composite impact fee, and in the case of 
park fees, it would apply to the combined acquisition and development rates equally.   No 
distinction is made between components or between the relative impacts of how each 
component is affected by the index. Upon initial review of the application of indices throughout 
the region, it was noted that most jurisdictions elected to index impact fee rates uniformly. 

 

 Unique, Component-Specific Indexing Approach  
– An alternative approach is to annually adjust each impact fee component based on a unique 
index, both pertinent and suitable to that component.   For example, the development 
component is adjusted based on a construction cost index, and the acquisition component is 
adjusted based on a real estate or land valuation index as appropriate.  By design, component-
specific indexing allows for a higher degree of congruence between the component and the 
index, along with providing a more true reflection of local changes on an annual basis.  

In Oregon, jurisdictions can choose to use the local tax assessor's annual ratio report to index the 
acquisition component. In Washington, no similar report is required, but some cities have indexed 
acquisition costs based on annual changes in land value. The indexing approach used by the City of 
Olympia offers a compelling model, as described below from their PIF program documentation:  

The change in property value is calculated based on information from the Thurston County 
Assessor’s Office. Thurston County is on an annual valuation cycle, meaning that all real property 
is physically inspected at least once every six years, but is statistically updated every year. The 
County Assessor does not create values, but interprets current market activity to estimate the 
values of parcels in Thurston County for the purposes of property taxation. Fair market value is 
the amount a willing buyer would pay a willing seller when neither is under undue pressure. The 
Thurston County Assessor's Office uses valid recent sales data of similar properties and the 
replacement cost of buildings (based on the cost of current labor and material, less 
depreciation), to arrive at fair market value. For projects where the location of the property is 
known, the property value factor will be calculated based on the difference between the current 
year and preceding year’s fair market value for land. For projects where the location of the 
property is not known, the property value factor will be calculated based on the average of the 
changes in land value for representative similar facility type projects in the CFP. 

Thurston County’s approach to annual assessment re-evaluation is consistent with that of Clark County’s 
and is identified as a viable approach. During the current PIF assessment, staff from the Clark County 
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Assessment office was contacted to discuss and coordinate a comparable approach for local, annual PIF 
adjustments based on Clark County data and modeling.  

With readily accessible, quality indexing datasets, the component-specific approach can offer the City of 
Vancouver a stronger nexus between the selected index and the base PIF rate.  As a historically high-
growth region, an approach using a uniform index for both components, such as a construction index, 
does not accurately reflect the differences in and changes to real property valuations, and does not 
reflect value differentiation across the urban area.  As such, when the City of Vancouver is ready to 
proceed with implementation of an annual index of Park Impact Fee rates, a component-specific 
indexing option will be used, whereby the acquisition base rate is indexed to recent real property 
changes and the development base rate is tied to a construction related index, such as the ENR-CCI. The 
establishment of the real property index is the most complex task, and it is a uniquely local exercise. The 
following section details the methodology. 

Using a uniform indexing approach for both the acquisition and development components of the fee 
calculation, such as a construction index, does not accurately reflect changes in real property market 
values or variations across the park districts.  As such, a component-specific indexing approach should 
be used, whereby the acquisition base rate is indexed unique to local real estate value trends and the 
park development base rate is tied to the most current Seattle ENR-Construction Cost Index.  The 
following section details the methodology. 
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Indexing Methodology 

 

PIF Acquisition Component 
In close collaboration with Clark County Assessment and GIS staff, land valuation tables for the 
Vancouver urban area were isolated and reviewed for the three most recent property tax assessment 
cycles (2007, 2008, and 2009). The primary goal was to establish the rate of change in land valuations 
between consecutive property tax cycles as the basis for a potential PIF acquisition rate index. 
Secondarily, the data were reviewed to evaluate the appropriateness of applying a single, urban area-
wide index factor versus unique index factors per each PIF districts.  

 

During major park impact fee reviews, staff works in close collaboration with the Clark County Assessor’s 
Office for land market value data and the Clark County GIS Department for property value data 
modeling for the acquisition component of the PIF rate.   In addition, the Assessor’s Office generates an 
Annual Residential Market Trend Report reflecting a market value change based upon actual land sales.  
This annual land cost change would be used for the “Ia” formula factor shown in Figure 1.  

The report is released in early spring of each year; therefore annual fee indexing should occur in the 
spring with implementation effective no later than June 1st of each year to reflect the most recent 
Assessor value data report findings. 

 

The primary goal was to establish the rate of change in land valuations between consecutive property 
tax cycles as the basis for a potential PIF acquisition rate index. Secondarily, the data were reviewed to 
evaluate the appropriateness of applying a single, urban area-wide index factor versus unique index 
factors per each PIF districts.  

 

Acreage valuations from the Assessor’s Neighborhood Land Tables were the primary input.  Clark County 
annually updates the assessment land tables with a physical inspection of ⅙th of the county per cycle 
and statistical revisions of the remainder. The data used in this analysis are consistent with the assessed 
valuations used for annual property tax assessments.  

The land coverage of the Assessor’s Neighborhood Land Tables was correlated to that of the PIF districts 
using GIS. The acreage and percentage of total land area of each Neighborhood was calculated as it 
relates to each PIF district. Using these relative coverages, a weighted average land valuation was 
calculated by PIF district.  Additionally, a single average was calculated for the Vancouver urban growth 
area (VUGA) as a whole. 

In comparing the valuations of each PIF district to that of VUGA composite, significant differences were 
noted. While the average valuation change of the sum of the 10 PIF districts was the same as the 
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valuation change of the VUGA as a whole, a wide degree of variability was noted between PIF districts 
for each comparative cycle reviewed. In looking at the differences between the 2009 and 2008 tax years, 
a 14% spread exists between the highest and lowest change between PIF districts. Given this variability, 
the acquisition component will be indexed based on the unique rate of change by PIF district, instead of 
using a VUGA average, to best reflect the specific changes in valuation within the urban area. This 
approach is consistent with that taken to establish the acquisition base rates, and the data and 
calculations required to determine these unique index factors have been tested.  

Using the weighted average land valuation by PIF district, the acquisition index factors for each PIF 
district are determined by the ratio of the current tax year to the previous. Table 1 shows these results.  

 

Table 1:  Acquisition Index Factors by District (2008-09) 

 

Using the established PIF acquisition base rates for each district, Table 2 shows how the index would be 
applied by multiplying the index factor with the PIF base rate to establish a revised PIF acquisition rate.   

Table 2:  Application of Index to PIF Acquisition Component 
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NOTE: The Clark County Assessor’s Office does not release land valuation tables until the early fall of the tax year in question 
(i.e., October 2009 for the 2009 property tax assessment). Given this known and reliable lag time, it is recommended that 
annual PIF indexing occur in the early fall of each year to accommodate delivery of the most recent Assessor’s data. 

PIF Development Component 

AThe application of a construction cost index to the PIF development component is simple and direct. 
Using the Seattle ENR-CCI monthly data available from ENR, calculate the index factor as the percentage 
of change based on the ratio of the current month to the same month of the previous period year.   
S(see Table 6 for an example of the development cost index factor “Id”.).  

 

TABLE 63:  CONSTRUCTION COST INDEX INDEX (OCT ‘07 – OCT ’08) 
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Using the established PIF development base rates for each district, the index is applied by multiplying 
the index change factor (“Id”) with the PIF base rate to establish a revised PIF development rate.  Since 
The development rates are uniform across all PIF districts, this calculation is completed only once as 
shown in Table 4. . 

 

Table 4:  APPLICATION OF CCI TO PIF DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT 

 

Conclusion - Indexing Methodology 

The Vancouver Municipal Code already includes a provision for periodic revisions and indexing 
adjustments to the park impact fee schedule through adoption of a Technical Document.  To date, this 
provision has not been utilized. The indexing methodology included in this document does not suggest 
that the City implement the indexing provision at this time, but that this methodology be considered 
and implemented at some point in the near future to ensure the viability of the Park Impact Fee 
Program. 

 



 

 
 

 

DATE:  August 29, 2019 

TO:  Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Bryan Snodgrass, Principal Planner Community and Economic Development 
Department 

 Cayla Cothron, Associate Planner, Community and Economic Development 

RE: September 9 workshop review of potential new zoning standards for self-storage 
businesses 

CC: Eric Holmes, City Manager 

 

Background 

In December 2018, City Council adopted a moratorium on applications for new self-storage 
facilities. This decision stemmed from concerns that this use provides extremely limited employment 
and commercial activity, which potentially conflicts with long-range visions for economic 
development, placemaking, and efficient corridor development articulated in the Vancouver 
Strategic Plan and Comprehensive Plan. The moratorium was extended an additional six months in 
June 2019 and is now scheduled to expire December 17.  

This memorandum summarizes staff research and recommendations for the adoption of updated 
standards for new self-storage facilities and would allow for lifting of the moratorium, and will be 
discussed at the September 9 Council workshop. Staff contacts for any questions in advance of the 
workshop are Bryan Snodgrass, bryan.snodgrass@cityofvancouver.us, (360) 487-7946, and Cayla 
Cothron at cayla.cothron@cityofvancouver.us, (360) 487-7899. 

Current Situation 

With an increasing number of self-storage facility applications in the past five years, the moratorium 
was enacted to provide time to address concerns about self-storage impacts on efficient use of 
commercial and industrial land, and develop strategies that support livable 20-minute 
neighborhoods as envisioned in the Strategic Plan. This action by City Council was spurred by 
concerns that were raised through 2018 Annual Review and Development Agreement proposals 
about the appropriateness of allowing self-storage facilities in commercial corridors, as well as 
perceived conflicts with adopted goals of the Vancouver Strategic Plan and Comprehensive Plan for 
enhancing livability, development of commercial districts and corridors, efficient use of employment 
land, and job creation.  

Memorandum 
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Self-storage is a thriving industry, with more self-storage facilities nationally than McDonalds.1 
According to information provided through stakeholder outreach, there are approximately 260 self-
storage facilities in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region, one-third of which were built in 
recent years. Traditionally, facilities average 2 to 5 acres in size with about 50,000 square feet of 
rentable space.2 As noted during the moratorium hearings, very little employment is provided by 
self-storage facilities, with the 2007 Snohomish County Buildable Lands Report and Employment 
Density Study finding approximately one employee per 20,000 square feet of building area. 

Based on research and discussions with self-storage facility operators, the self-storage industry has 
considerations of market area, facility development and design, and location when evaluating the 
feasibility of this use. Customers of self-storage facilities typically live within a three-mile radius, and 
a facility’s customer base is generally comprised of more than half private homeowners as well as a 
significant number of renters and private companies.3  For larger markets, a community is considered 
fully served if there are between eight and ten square feet of rentable storage space per capita, a 
statistic further supported anecdotally by stakeholders.4 General indicators of overbuilding include 
higher monthly turnover, shorter-term tenants, and decreasing occupancy rates.5 Stakeholders 
reported that visibility and proximity to customers are important for the success of these businesses. 
To meet these needs and adapt to the rising price of land and changing preferences of the market, 
the development of self-storage facilities has evolved in more urban markets to include constructing 
multiple rather than single-story self-storage facilities, and co-locating storage with other uses.  

Vancouver generally reflects these national trends. There are 30 existing self-storage businesses 
currently operating in the city according to assessor records, with two additional applications 
currently under review that were initiated before the moratorium. See Attachment A for a list and 
locations. These Vancouver facilities together appear to account for approximately 1.4 million 
square feet of building area, or approximately eight square feet per city resident, indicating a 
saturated market based on the informal industry-wide standard articulated above. Concerns about 
local market saturation were expressed by some existing self-storage businesses, with recent 
declines in unit occupancy rates cited as an example. 

Regulatory approaches to self-storage vary. Prior to the moratorium, Vancouver permitted self-
storage uses outright through administrative site plan review in the Community Commercial, General 
Commercial, Office Campus Industrial, and Light Industrial zones, with no other restrictions. The City 
of Battle Ground limits storage to the Mixed Use Employment and Light Industrial zones only. The 
City of Ridgefield recently updated standards to allow new self-storage facilities only when the 
citywide rentable space per capita dips below a saturation point of 8.32 square feet, and further 

                                            
1 Sisson, Patrick. “In Nation of Hoarders, Self-Storage Spots Outnumber McDonald’s.” (April 20, 2015). Curbed. 
https://www.curbed.com/2015/4/20/9969068/in-nation-of-hoarders-self-storage-spots-outnumber-mcdonalds 
2 “12 Must-Know Self Storage Industry Statistics for 2018.” (2018). Simply Self Storage. 
https://www.simplyss.com/storage-options/self-storage-statistics/ 
3 Goodin, Marc. “How to Perform a Mini Demand Study on a Potential Self-Storage Site.” (July 24, 2018). Inside Self-
Storage. https://www.insideselfstorage.com/site-selection/how-perform-mini-demand-study-potential-self-storage-site 
4 Wright, Caesar. “Is Your Market Ready for New Self-Storage Development? Factors to Consider Before Buying Land.” 
(May 20, 2013). Inside Self-Storage. https://www.insideselfstorage.com/construction/your-market-ready-new-self-
storage-development-factors-consider-buying-land 
5 “Self Storage Introductory Guide.” Self Storage Association. 
https://www.selfstorage.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=AblNHWcUX9w%3D&portalid=0 
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regulates this use through use-specific limitations. Gresham prohibits self-storage entirely. Portland 
allows self-storage in most industrial districts, and as a limited use in certain commercial and 
industrial employment zoning districts. Portland also developed use-specific standards that apply 
where it is a limited use, as well as development standards and requirements related to 
incorporating ground floor active uses. See Attachment B for a summary of regulatory approaches 
from other comparable jurisdictions.   

Staff Research and Preliminary Recommendation 

During the moratorium, city staff has researched the self-storage industry along with local and 
national regulatory approaches, hosted a community open house which was attended by three local 
self-storage owners and operators, and received feedback from several other stakeholders. Based 
on this, staff suggests consideration of the following updated standards: 

Height. In order to facilitate more employment and economic value from limited commercial and 
industrial lands, staff recommends requiring all new self-storage facilities to have a minimum of 
two-stories. Industry trends are already moving in this direction. 

Usage. To improve appearance and compatibility with neighboring properties and to better 
support multi-story development, staff recommends self-storage be limited to indoor storage 
facilities only, with access to storage units through the interior of the building or site.  

Recognition of Existing Facilities. Existing storage facilities should be recognized as conforming to 
allow for expansion of facilities within existing properties. 

Eligible Areas. Staff has identified two potential approaches to consideration of allowed areas, 
a simple and restrictive approach and a more flexible approach: 

Option 1: Simple/Restrictive Approach  

Self-storage could continue to be allowed outright where currently permitted (the Light 
Industrial, Office Campus Industrial, General and Community Commercial zones) but 
prohibited in those General and Community Commercial areas that are within ¼ mile of 
transit corridors or within major commercial centers where more active and economically 
vibrant uses should be located. Zoning standards would need to clearly define and delineate 
the corridors and centers involved, but once established this approach would be relatively 
simple to interpret and administer. The transit corridor definition recently adopted for 
affordable housing purposes could potentially be used, which includes areas with transit 
service frequency of every 35 minutes or less. Major commercial centers identified as 
subareas in the Comprehensive Plan could also be used. 

While this approach has advantages of simplicity, stakeholder input suggests that it is 
beneficial for self-storage facilities to be located within commercial areas and in close 
proximity to customers. Attachment C illustrates that existing self-storage facilities are 
primarily concentrated along eastern portions of Mill Plain and Fourth Plain Boulevards, and 
162nd Avenue. Given that the Simple/Restrictive Approach would prohibit self-storage along 
transit corridors and that a significant portion of commercially-zoned land in the City is 
concentrated along these major arterial corridors, this approach would severely limit where 
new self-storage could locate throughout the city.  
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Option 2: Flexible Approach   

Self-storage could continue to be allowed in the industrial and commercial zones where it is 
currently permitted, but also required to be part of a mixed use building or site if the facility 
exceeds a certain size, or if it is located near a transit corridor or major commercial center.  

This approach is more difficult to interpret and administer, but better supports the City’s 
vision for livable, 20-minute neighborhoods and vibrant business districts with diverse 
employment opportunities. Option 2 has advantages because it does not outright prohibit 
self-storage near transit corridors or major commercial centers, thus allowing for greater 
flexibility in locations. By regulating the appearance and uses associated with self-storage 
facilities, this approach would support industry trends, allow facilities to locate in proximity to 
customers, and permit self-storage in cases where it is combined with more active uses that 
provide additional employment opportunities, services, or amenities. Regulating this use to 
complement its surrounding context and contribute more positively to employment density 
aligns with goals identified in the Vancouver Strategic and Comprehensive Plans.  

Conclusion 

On balance, staff recommends the Flexible Approach. A suitable size threshold for requiring 
self-storage to be mixed with other uses could be 80,000 square feet. The industry utilizes 
this square footage as a reasonable target dependent on the market demand.6 For any self-
storage facility located on a transit corridor or major commercial center, mixing would be 
required regardless of the size of the facility. Mixing could be defined as either devoting the 
portions of the first floor abutting public streets to other commercial or industrial uses or co-
locating other commercial or industrial uses on site with a self-storage facility, depending on 
whether the facility is located in a commercial or industrial zone.  

Next Steps 

Pending Council direction at the September 9 workshop, the Planning Commission is scheduled for 
workshop on September 10. Staff will develop specific code language to circulate to interested 
parties for additional comment, which would be reviewed first at a Planning Commission public 
hearing on October 8. A City Council hearing is tentatively scheduled on November 18, following a 
proposed first reading on November 4.  

                                            
6 Wright, Caesar. “How Will You Determine Capacity For Your Self Storage Building Project?” (January 1, 2018). Mako 
Steel: The Leader in Self Storage Construction. http://www.makosteel.com/blog/bid/76142/how-much-space-is-enough-
for-your-self-storage-building-project 
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