Schroader, Kathy

From: NoReply@Clark.Wa.Gov

Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2015 9:36 AM
To: Cnty 2016 Comp Plan

Subject: 2016 Comp Plan comments submitted
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Following comments were submitted online:
Parcel No: 197677000
Subject: Alternative #4

Comments:

As a current land owner in Brush Prairie, | am in full support of alternative #4. This alternative provides those with
ownership of land to have control over the property in accordance with State land use laws prior to the 1994 imposition
of Clark County. This area is no longer affordable for middle class families due to the lack of property available on the
market. Alternative #4 will release potential opportunities for families to live in rural environments.

Submitted by:
Monte Phillips

Email: mphillips@vancouverford.com

Address:
PO Box 635
Brush Prairie, Wa


mailto:mphillips@vancouverford.com

Schroader, Kathy
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From: Tilton, Rebecca

Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 4:21 PM

To: Madore, David; Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Silliman, Peter; Orjiako, Oliver; Schroader,
Kathy

Subject: Comments re: Comp Plan Update

Attachments: Susan Rasmussen_08-04-15.pdf; Carol Levanen comments_08-04-15.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hello,

The attached written testimony was received from Carol Levanen and Susan Rasmussen during the public
comment portion of the 8/04/15 BOCC hearing.

Thank you,
Rebecca

Rebecca Tilton, Clerk of the Council

Board of County Councilors

1300 Franklin Street

PO Box 5000

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000

PHONE: 360-397-2232, ext. 4305 | E-MAIL: Rebecca.Tilton@clark.wa.gov
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susan rasmussen Tue, Aug 4 9:33 AM
to susan rasmussen, cnldental@yahoo.com

Re: draft eis more than parcel counts

The GMA offers direction on how to prepare local comprehensive plans and development
regulations to ensure early and continuous public participation. Alternative plans 1,2 &3 were
solely written by the planning staff. The only public process these plans received were at the
presentations at the four open houses.

The methodology used for writing alt 4 improved on the public process with the creation of
an “all players included policy.” This inclusive policy boosted the quality of the planning
process and the plan. For the first time in 20 yrs. of planning, the voices of the rural
communities were heard and their needs recognized.

The silence of former county county commissioners and their failure to act on outstanding
issues concerning our 1899 court case speaks volumes. This failure to act is the driving force
behind CCCU's insistence to develop a plan that can begin to adequately address our
outstanding court issues. Councilor Madore's inclusive policy shift was a giant step in the right
direction.

CCCU's court actions alone grant us credibility and standing to influence the direction of this
update. Common sense would dictate that compliance with a flawed hearings board isn't what
we want. We want to see property owners be abl3e to resolve many lingering issues
concerning their property rights...our court cases confirm this.

The draft EIS for alt. 4 shouldn't be just about parcel counts, mitigation, change of land use
regulations. It's about recognizing a shift in policy towards accountability to remedy lingering
land use issues that further stifle economic and social growth. Alt. 4 should demonstrate
significant change. Indeed, the 1994 plan, (the result of a flawed process,) created a massive
change that downzoned thousands of acres, with resulting economic and societal impacts. To
this day, the cumulative effects of the ‘94 plan on the rural lands haven't been studies. The
plan created an artificial interpretation of the county's rural character.

In a Legal Studies Research Paper, No. 12-06-04, published June 2012, by Daniel R.
Mandelker (Stamper Professor of Law), Washington University in St. Lewis, School of
Law, “Implementing State Growth Management Programs: Alternatives and
Recommendations,” our case is sited.

“ Washington not adopt the top-down Oregon approach by creating a state agency
to review county compliance with the statute. Instead, they created a state appeal board
that hears appeals on county compliance. Appeal from Board decisions is to the courts,
which can correct board interpretations of statutory requirements. As observers have
noted, however, this method of review Is not entirely successful, and creates
compliance problems because it relies on citizen enforcement.” pg. 314-315


mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com

Alt. 4 should show change and make the necessary first steps required to correct the
overwhelming majority of non-conforming rural parcels. For the most parts, these parcels
proposed in the plan already exist. 93% of all the F-40 lots are non-conforming. For the most
part, they are 5 acre parcels.

Common sense would dictate that after 20 years of neglect of the rural lands, substantial
change to the county's comprehensive plan is called for

Sent from Windows Mail

From: susan rasmussen
Sent: Tuesday, August 4, 2015 7:51 AM
To: susan rasmussen

Legal Studies Research Paper by Daniel R. Mandelker, 6/2012
Pg. 314 ( mentions Brent Lioyd and our case, and McGee & Howell argue for better
delineation of proof burdens and standards of judicial review.)

Talks of the need for administrative guidance at the state level and a system in which the
review of local land use plans is mandatory and does not depend on voluntary appeals in
specific cases.

“Appeal from board decisions is to the courts, which can correct board interpretations of
statutory requirements. As observers have noted, however, this method of review is not
entirely successful, and creates compliance problems because it relies on citizen
enforcement.”

http://poseidon01.ssrn com/delivery. php?
ID=9901001030030110950810280220110150070600830470680500890110710991230081000
9412308901802002511803300504200306507202202280801260931080380110690200300851
15022012092113001001087082084112065088016088056807202211801003008211608210902
8075031108097078024066124&EXT=pdf&TYPE=2

Sent from Windows Mail


http://poseidonO

Washington
University in St.Louis
SCHOOL OF LAw

LEGAL STUDIES RESEARCH PAPER SERIES

PAPER No. 12-06-04

June 2012

IMPLEMENTING STATE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS:
ALTERNATIVES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

by

" Daniel R. Mandelker

;Stamper Professor of Law

Electronic copy available at: http:/ssrn.com/abstract=2094762
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IMPLEMENTING STATE GROWTH
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS:
ALTERNATIVES AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

DANIEL R. MANDELKER*

I. INTRODUCTION

State growth management programs are a major part of the
Quiet Revolution in land use control.! States now have forty years
of experience with these programs, and it is time for an
assessment to see what they have accomplished. What do they
cover? How are their criteria implemented? How are they
enforced? These questions raise a very important problem.
Statutes, plans, and policies are not enough. State land use
programs must be effectively implemented if they are going to be
successful.

Implementation is an important issue because tensions often
arise between states and their local governments that affect
program success. The reason why tensions arise is clear. Land use
regulation traditionally is a local government function, but state
growth management programs insert a state interest those local
governments must recognize. State mandates overlay existing
local government responsibilities and require a substantial change
in how local governments carry out their land use planning and
land use regulation mandates.

A review of these state programs finds a highly eclectic
variety. There is no clear model, there is no clear or accepted

* Stamper Professor of Law, Washington University in St. Louis. This
Article is based on a speech given at the conference on The Quiet Revolution in
Zoning and Land Use Regulation, held at the Center for Real Estate Law, The
John Marshall Law School, Chicago, Illinois, September 20, 2011. I would like
to thank Henry W. McGee, Jr., and Edward J. Sullivan for their comments on
an earlier draft of this Article. I would also like to thank Judy A. Stark, Access
Services/Government Documents Librarian & Lecturer in Law, Washington
University School of Law in St. Louis, for ber assistance.

1. I use the term “growth management program” to include all of the
state-level programs adopted as part of the “Quiet Revolution” even though
some of them, particularly the earlier programs, do not have growth
management as an explicit program objective. On growth management
generally see DANIEL R. MANDELKER ET AL., PLANNING AND CONTROL OF LAND
DEVELOPMENT 767-835 (8th ed. 2011).
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reserve’ system for the Portland Metropolitan Region by which
lands needed for growth, but not for at least twenty years, are
designated and given first priority for additions to the Metro
urban growth boundary.2®

Washington State’s Growth Management Act3® adopted the
administrative model in its critical area program. Counties must
designate critical areas, and in doing so must consider guidelines
for designation adopted by a state agency.3! Courts apply the
statute and agency guidelines when deciding whether critical area
designations comply with the Act. In one case, for example, the
court applied the statute and its interpretive rules to hold a county
did not consider the “best available science” when designating a
critical area and did not consider all critical habitats, as the
statute required.5?

Washington did not adopt the top-down Oregon approach by
creating a state agency to review county compliance with the
statute. Instead, they created a state appeal board that hears
appeals on county compliance.3® Appeal from board decisions is fo
the courts, which can correct board interpretations of statutory
requirements.3* As observers have noted, however, this method of
review is not entirely successful, and creates compliance problems,

29. OR. REV. STAT. §§ 195.137-195.145 (West 2009 & Supp. 2011).

30. See generally DEGROVE, supra note 9, at 281-320; Symposium,
Guidance for Growth: A Symposium on Washington’s Growth Management
Act, 16 U. PUGET SOUND L. REV. 863 (1993); Richard L. Settle, Revisiting the
Growth Management Act: Washington’s Growth Management Revolution Goes
to Court, 23 SEATTLE U. L. REV. 5 (1999) (discussing the Growth Management
Act).

31. WASH. REv. CODE § 36.70A.170(1)d) & (2) (2011) (designation
requirement); Id. § 36.70A.050 (state agency to adopt guidelines). For the
guidelines see WASH. ADMIN. CODE § 365-190-080 (2011).

32. Stevens Cnty. v. Futurewise, 192 P.3d 1, 12 (Wash. Ct. App. 2008).

33. See generally Henry W. McGee, Jr. & Brock W. Howell, Washington’s
Way II: The Burden of Enforcing Growth Management in the Crucible of the
Courts and Hearings Boards, 31 SEATTLE U. L. REV. 549 (2008) (arguing for
better delineation of proof burdens and standards of judicial review); Henry W.
McGee, Jr., Washington’s Way: Dispersed Enforcement of Growth Management
Controls and the Crucial Roles of NGOs, 31 SEATTLE U. L. REV. 1 (2007)
(discussing the roles of nongovernmental organizations in Washington land-
use planning).

34. See, e.g., Thurston Cnty., 190 P.3d 38 (holding that appeal boards may
not create bright line rule to determine market supply in urban growth
boundary, which is to be upheld unless clearly erroneous); Brent D. Lloyd,
Accommodating Growth or Enabling Sprawl? The Role of Population Growth
Projections in Comprehensive Planning under the Washington State Growth
Management Act, 36 GONZ. L. REV. 73, 138 (2001) (discussing the
inconsistencies in judicial guidance provided throughout different Washington
counties).
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because it relies on citizen enforcement.35

IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This review of how state land use programs are structured
and applied has found eclectic variety. No single program model is
optimal. Statutes and state planning goals do not always provide
detailed direction, and piecemeal and uncertain application occurs
when judicial review is available without state agency
participation. A state program can be substantially improved
when a state agency is part of the process with the authority to
adopt administrative regulations that interpret the statute. The
agency can bring its expertise into the program and elaborate
what the statute requires on a statewide basis that provides
guidance in its implementation. With experience, regulations can
be changed and improved. State agency regulations also add an
administrative, interpretive level that provides consistency,
uniformity, and certainty across the entire state. They should
receive deference in court under conventional principles of
administrative law when applied in individual cases.

State administrative guidance is not a panacea. State
agencies may not perform well, as happened in New Jersey's state
affordable housing program where the court struck down a major
program regulation.36 A hostile state administration can also
produce regulations that are unsympathetic to the program.
Neither may state agency regulations avoid remands for lack of
compliance, as the Washington State experience indicates.
Nevertheless, if the state agency does its job well and is politically
supported, it can produce a statewide interpretive layer that very
much assists the way in which the program is carried out. :

How should a state program be implemented? Providing
consistent and workable administrative guidance at the state
level, together with a system in which the review of local land use
plans and regulauons is mandatory and does not depend on
voluntary appeals in specific cases, should work best.’ ‘Mandatory
state review of local plans and ordinances for compliance with

35. See generally McGee & Howell, supra note 33 (arguing for better
delineation of proof burdens and standards of judicial review).

36. See In re Adoption of N.J.A.C. 5:96 & 5:97, 6 A.3d 445, 493-95 (N.J.
Super. Ct. App. Div. 2010) (invalidating state agency’s rule for complying with
fair share housing mandate); see also Alan Mallach, The Mount Laurel
Doctrine and the Uncertainties of Social Policy in a Time of Retrenchment, 63
RUTGERS L. REV. 849, 853-55 (2011) (arguing that the New Jersey Appellate
Court’s decision to strike down part of the rule was a step backwards); see
generally John M. Payne, The Paradox of Progress: Three Decades of the Mount
Laurel Doctrine, 5 J. PLAN. HIST. 126 (2006) (discussing the fair housing
doctrine in the Mount Laurel cases).
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state planning goals, as in Oregon, eliminates the problem of
episodic litigation, This type of program structure may not find
many takers in today’s political environment, however.
Washington State’s adoption of an appeal board system shows
there can be resistance to mandatory state administrative review.

What is sometimes forgotten is that programs must change
over time and respond to new problems and policies.
Unfortunately, politics is never easy, and program review is/not
always successful.3’” Change may still be possible through a
redefinition of statutory goals and criteria, as happened in the
revision of criteria for urban growth boundary expansion in the
Portland, Oregon area.t8 The Quiet Revolution is an experiment,
and the experiment continues,

37. A program review by a state-appointed task force in Oregon was not
helpful. See OR. TASK FORCE ON LAND USE PLANNING, FINAL REPORT (Jan.
2009), available at http://library.state.or.us/repository/2009/2009012309
40315/.

38. OR. REV. STAT. §§ 195.137-195.145 (West 2009 & Supp. 2011).
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Clark County Board of Councilors August 4, 2015
P.O. Box 5000 EIS and the Courts For the Record

Vancouver, Washington 98666

The Superior Court decision by Judge Edwin J. Poyfair, Case 96-2-00080-2 item number 6 reads, The
Comprehensive Plan EIS issued by the County violates the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) RCW
Ch. 43.21C......The Boards decision to uphold the adequacy of the EIS absent additional environmental
analysis regarding the Agri-forest designations and changes to the pattem of rural development was clearly
erroneous. In the State Environmental Policy Act RCW 43.21C.020 (1) it states, (a) Foster and promote
the general welfare; (b) create and maintain conditions under which human beings and nature can exist in
productive harmony; and (c) fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future
generations of Washington citizens.. and in (2) (d) Preserve important historic, cultural and natural aspects
of our national heritage; (e) Maintain, wherever possible an environment which supports diversity and
variety of individual choices; (f) Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit
high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities..

On August 11, 1997 the Westem Washington Growth Management Hearing Board sent Clark County an
Order of Remand for Case # 95-2-0067 Achen-Clark County Citizens United, inc. vs Clark County. It says,
Therefore, it is ordered that Clark County is not in compliance with the Growth Management Act as to
those matters set forth in the separate appeals and the matter is remanded to Clark County fo achieve
compliance consistent with earlier orders of the Board as modified by the Superior Court orders referenced
above which are incorporated herein.....compliance shall be achieved by March 2, 1998. The County shall
submit a report on the progress it is making toward compliance by December 15, 1997. The county never
complied with the court orders or the Order of Remand. No progress reports can be found and the Hearing
Board only conducted a few compliance hearings for agni-forest and rural centers. They failed to assure the
county complied with all of the court orders, which also included items (3) Statutory Mandate, (4) Agri-
Forest Lands, (6) Comprehensive Plan EIS, and (7) Rural Land Densities. This resulted in the 36,000
acres of Agri-Forest land and the rural centers never having an EIS to support changes that did occur later.

Clark County Citizens United, Inc. has reviewed writings by Attomeys, Daniel R. Mandelker and Brent O.
Lloyd that discuss a Quiet Revolution in land control. Interestingly, these writings discuss CCCU's court
cases. Particularly they discuss the March 12, 1999 Court of Appeals case 22164~-1-Il that confirms OFM
projections are to be used for urban planning, not rural planning. They state a great deal of incorrect
information, that diminishes the importance of that court ruling and questions the credibility of their reports.
They acknowledge John Karpinski for contributions to one of the articles, but , based on the document, it
appears they were given the wrong information. They state the Washington Supreme Court refused to hear
an appeal on the Court of Appeals decision, but CCCU is not aware of that happening. Our recollection is
that Mr. Karpinski informed CCCU he no longer wanted to pursue Washington courts, and instead was
going fo file in federal court. He did so shortly after his announcement, basing legal actions against Clark
County on non-compliance of the Clean Water Act. It's alarming to see Futurewise and Friends of Clark
County recommend these articles to their membership, when the content is incomect and suspect. These
authors would need to make corrections to their documents, for them to be considered credible information.
Since CCCU was the benefactor to the court cases, we are well aware of what actually happened.

Clark County remains in non-compliance and has ignored the court orders for many years. The time has
come for the county to obey the coyrts in the 2016 update of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Sincerely, éﬂ
Carol Levanen, Ex. Secre
Clark County Citizens United, Inc. T
P.O. Box 2188, Battle Ground, Washington 98604




Schroader, Kathy
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From: Euler, Gordon
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2015 9:21 AM
To: ‘tawhuston@yahoo.com'’
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: Ag-20 to Ag-10 proposal
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
Taw:

If the Board chooses to include the proposal to change AG-20 to AG-10 in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update, it would
take effect on July 1, 2016.

Gordy Euler
Clark County Community Planning

From: Taw Huston [mailto:tawhuston@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 10:01 AM

To: Cnty 2016 Comp Plan

Subject: Ag-20 to Ag-10 proposal

I was curious if anyone could tell me when the proposed change of the Ag-20 to Ag-10 zoning would begin to
take place.

Thanks
Taw Huston

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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.ifh roader, Kathjl
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From: Orjiako, Oliver
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:35 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: statistics: POPULATION SUMMARY - For the Public Record
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Looks like the same information. Please, index. Thanks.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:11 PM

To: Orjiako, Oliver

Subject: Fw: statistics: POPULATION SUMMARY - For the Public Record

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>

To: "david. madore@clark.wa.gov" <david. madore@clark.wa.gov>; "jeanne.stewart@clark.wa.qgov"
<jeanne.stewart@clark.wa.gov>; "tom.mielke@clark.wa.gov" <tom.mielke@clark.wa.gov>

Cc: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>; Jim Malinowski <j.malinowski@ieee.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 1:41 PM

Subject: Fw: statistics: POPULATION SUMMARY

For the Public Record

Sent from Windows Mail

From: susan rasmussen
Sent: Thursday, August 13,2015 1:38 PM
To: Carol Levanen

According to the Washington State Office of Financial Management, June 25, 2015

Report: “Washington Population Tops 7 Million”

“The state’s unincorporated area population increased by 26,300 persons over the previous

year. This number would have been 28,000 persons if not for annexation. The top 10 unincorporated
areas for population growth in descending order are Snohomish, Clark, Pierce, King, Whatcom,
Spokane, Thurston, Yakima, Island and Kitsap.”

“Unincorporated Clark grew by 4,445 to rank second in the state.”

Clark: 2015 population: 451,820
increase over 2014: 9,020


mailto:Lmalinowski@ieee.org
mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com
mailto:tom.mielke@clark.wa.gov
mailto:tom.mielke@clark.wa.gov
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mailto:david.madore@clark.wa.gov
mailto:david.madore@clark.wa.gov
mailto:sprazz@outlook.com
mailto:mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com

rank in state: 3
percent increase 2014-15: 2.04%
state rank growth %: 2

United States Census Bureau: Clark County Profile

Pop. 2014 estimate: 451,008
Pop. percent change 2010-14: 6%
Wa. pop.” “ 5%
Persons under 18 years, %2013: 25.6%
Housing units, 2013: - 169,746
Homeownership rate, 2009-13: 65%
Homeownership Wa. state: 63.2%

Multifam. housing units % 2009-13: 23%
“ “ Wa. state: 25.6%

Clark County Public Health: 2014 Population
“Clark is the 5th most populous county in the state, with a 2014 population of
442,800. From 2000 to 2010, the county’s population grew by 23%. This was
the second-fastest rate of growth in the state.”

“In 2014, just over half of the Clark County population (53%) lived in incorporated
areas.”

Sent from Windows Mail

From: Carol Levanen
Sent: Thursday, August 13,2015 11:33 AM
To: susan rasmussen, Carol Levanen

http://pubrecords.com/resources/Birth-Records/\Washington/Clark/
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Schroader, Kathy

From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:29 PM

To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: Censtats Database - For the Public record
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

FYI

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnildental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:23 PM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: Censtats Database - For the Public record

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 11:42 AM
Subject: Censtats Database

housing building permits

Censtats Database

http://censtats.census.qgov/cgi-bin/bldgprmt/bldagdisp.pl

Sent from Windows Mail
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Censtats Database Page 1 of 1

U.S. Department of Commerce ! Blogs | Index A-Z | Glossary | FAQs
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Building Permits

The Census Bureau identified a processing error affecting estimates for
imputed data by permit-issuing place and county for August 2014, originally
released on September 235, 2014. On October 8, 2014, new estimates were
compiled and released, which impacted less than 6% percent of places. For
the places affected. the average correction was approximately 2 housing
units. Data for the metropolitan area. state and national level were unalfected
by this error.

Many changes have been made to this site. Please read verbiage below
before making a selection.

Monthly/Annual Month Year
@ Monthly June v 2015/v|
Annual

Place/County State

un e
Place [v! Alabama \v]| Submit }
Note: If the permit-issuing place you are trying to locate under monthly data is not present. this may be an annual reporting place (reporting annual data
only). Please change your selection to annual.

This application provides construction statistics by permit-issuing place and by county on new privately-owned residential housing units authorized by
building permits. Data items include number of buildings, units, and construction cost from new privately-owned residential building permits issued.
These data are updated monthly. Most of the permit-issuing jurisdictions are municipalities; the remainder are county offices, townships or
unincorporated towns.

The Census Bureau requests monthly reports from a statistical sample of about half of all permit-issuing jurisdictions. This monthly sample is re-
selected every 10 years, most recently in 2004. Annual reports are requested from the permit-issuing jurisdictions that are not in the monthly sample.

All individual permit-issuing jurisdictions in the universe are listed at the place level. Monthly place-level data are provided for the individual permit-
issuing jurisdictions that are requested to report monthly within a given state. Annual place-level data are provided for all individual permit-issuing
jurisdictions within a given state regardless of reporting status.

Monthly county-level data are totals provided for each county in which every permit office within that county is requested to report monthly. Annual
county-level data are totals provided for each county that has permit-issuing jurisdictions regardless of reporting status.

Source: U.S. CENSUS BUREAU
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Schroader, Kathy

From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:36 PM

To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: USDA Farm Census: Farmgate Report
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

For the index.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnidental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:04 PM

To: Madore, David; Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: USDA Farm Census: Farmgate Report

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>

To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>: "david.madore@clark.wa.gov" <david.madore@clark.wa.gov>; Jim
Malinowski <j.malinowski@ieee.org>; susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 4:.54 PM

Subject: Re: USDA Farm Census: Farmgate Report

The farmgate value of ag in Clark County is $51 million form the 2012 Census. However, in the 2002
Census of Agriculture, it was $54.4 million. By comparison, Yakima County was $1.65 billion in 2012
and $843.8 million in 2002.

Farmgate value is the same as the total value of crops and livestock produced in that county.

Sent from Windows Mail

From: susan rasmussen
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 4:47 PM
To: Carol Levanen, david.madore@clark.wa.gov, Jim Malinowski, susan rasmussen

2012 and 1954 USDA AG. CENSUS REPORTS
GLOBALWISE REPORT 4/2007, (C.C. commissioned)
Data contained in these reports should have been referenced in the draft EIS.

In 1970, C. C. was home to 300 dairy farms. The county now has 4-5. Dairy farming has been
replaced by berries and nursery commodities. For the most part, C. C. farmers are senior

citizens. There is an underlying reason why young farmers are not migrating to Clark

County. Nationwide, 6% of farmers are 35 or younger. Farming is laborious, not a lucrative enterprise
and requires a massive capital outlay expense. The exodus of large farms in C.C. is not new. The
preponderance of small farms is referenced in the USDA 1954 Ag. Census Report...this is not

new. ltis referenced again in the Globalwise Report, 2007. The mass migration of large dairy farms
continued relatively unabated despite large lot zoning efforts imposed by the 1994 growth plan. What

1
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appears important in these reports is that the size of the parcels for farms is secondary. The size
of C. C. farms is historically documented, and unique to our area. This is the important element

coming out of these reports.
1,929.....number of farms 2012

718  farm sales values less than $1,000; 37% of Clark County farms
373  farm sales values $1,000 - $2,499; 19% of Clark County farms
306 farm sales values $2,500 - $4,999; 16% of Clark County farms
+ 1,397 or 72% of all Clark County farms had sales values below $5,000

$1,243 average cash farm income per farming operation
1,247 principal farm operator had another occupation
+ 65% of Clark County farmers are part-time operators
1,741 operators that used the farm as their residence
+ 90% of all farm operators
20.3 average years on present farm
1,416 operators that have been on their farms 10 years or more
+ 73% operators
513 farmers that have been farming in Clark County 9 years or less
+ USDA classifies these as “New farmers”
60 average age of a Clark County farmer
49 aver age of a C.C. farmerin 1945
897 farmers 60-70 years old
+ 47% of farmers
404 farmers over 70
+ 21% of farmers
+ 68% farmers aged 60 plus
1,678 farms that are family or individually owned
+ 87% of farms

851  farms size 1-9 acres
+ 44% of all Clark County farms are 9 acres or less
2,101 number of farms 2007 (Farm census are conducted every 5 yrs.)
74,758 acres in farms 2012
24,099 acres of harvested cropland
40 horse power: the majority of farms had tractors of this size. For the most part, this is an elevated
garden tractor that doesn’t have the required power to pull and operate farming

implements
$490,328,000 average estimated market value of farm land and buildings
$12,652 average estimated market value per acre of farm land

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County, Wa.

prepared by Globalwise, Inc., April 16, 2007

Pg. 26, FINANCING FARMS

“One of the notable findings of this analysis is that there are very few agricultural operations fin anced by
commercial or government lenders. Information provided by the Farm Service Agency (FSA) of the U. S.
Dept. of Agriculture shows that they have had no new borrowers in Clark County in the last 10 years that have
purchased 10 or more acres under the agency’s farm loan programs. This is significant because the FSA is the
government lender to farm borrowers who do not qualify for standard commercial loans. If FSA is not making
these loans, it is also very doubtful that commercial lenders have borrowers who have purchased land and other
capital assets. In fact, contacts with several commercial banks identified only one bank which said they had
made loans to a few nurseries in recent years.”

“As the overall economy of C. C. increases, agriculture is a shrinking share. In 2004, agriculture employment
accounted for about 1% of the county’s total employment. Local agriculture also does not contribute very



significantly to local food manufacturing. Less than 4% of the county’s food processing is contributed from
within the county.”

“Lack of income and profit by farmers in C. C. has led to reduced land area in commercial farming. This study

has identified 145 farms with 3,113 acres in commercial production. Some of these farms are also leasing
land.”

“Historical trends and existing conditions indicate that the action to expand the UGA boundary is not the cause
for the diminishing long-term commercial significance for agricultural production from these lands. The land
markets have already signaled that farmers will not bid for land for its agricultural productivity at prices equal
to what buyers for homes and other development uses will pay. Farming much of these lands areas in not viable
for the long term even though the county has agricultural zoning limits on development, and land owners can
receive greatly reduced property taxes through current use agricultural land designation.”

The 1954 USDA Ag. Census Report states:

“Income per farm is slightly below the state average mainly because of numerous, small, part-time farms which
outnumber the larger commercial farms.”

“The historical farm statistics show that C. C. has always been dominated by small family farms.” However,
small keeps getting smaller. In 1954 it was reported; “Small farms are characteristic of agriculture in C.

C. Over 2/3rds of all farms in the county are less than 50 acres in size.” In 2002, the census data shows 80% of
all farms were less than 50 acres in the county. The average size of a C. C. farm was down to 44 acres and
median size was 20 acres.” In 2012, 44% of C. C. farms are 9 acres or less. This makes for an average of 4.9
acres per farm.

Sent from Windows Mail

From: Carol Levanen
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 9:29 AM
To: david.madore@clark.wa.gov

Dear Councilor Madore,

We have been concerned that none of the ag census is in the EIS for guidance, so this email is very timely. We had intended to revisit
it and we thank you for forwarding the link.

Best Regards, Carol

From: "Madore, David" <David.Madore@clark.wa.gov>

To: "Carol Levanen (cnldental@yahoo.com)" <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 7:34 AM

Subject: FW: Link to USDA Farm Census

Carol,
| welcome your feedback on the information from this report that is relevant to Alternative 4.
Thanks

David
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From: Euler, Gordon

Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Madore, David

Cc: McCauley, Mark

Subject: Link to USDA Farm Census

Councilor:

When we met on Monday, you requested the link to the 2012 USDA Agricultural
Census: http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full Report/Volume 1, Chapter 2 Count

y_Level/

Gordy

Gordy Euler

Clark County Community Planning
(360) 397-2280 x4968
gordon.euler@clark.wa.gov

This e-mail and related attachments and any response may be subject to public disclosure under
state law.
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Schroader, Kathy

From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:36 PM

To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: Parcel Count Summary - For the Public Record
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

For index of record!

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:10 PM

To: Mielke, Tom; Stewart, Jeanne; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: Parcel Count Summary - For the Public Record

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>

To: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 1:57 PM

Subject: Re: Parcel Count Summary

8% of all F-40 parcels are 40 acres of more.
187 lots out of the 2394 zoned F-40 conform to their zone size.

42% of all F-40 parcels are 5 acres and less (1008 lots)
25% of all F-40 parcels are 5.25 - 10 acres (609)
68% of all F-40 parcels are 10 acres or less (1617)
84% of all F-40 parcels are 20 acres or less (2015)
92% of all F-40 parcels do not conform to their zoning size.

5 acre lots predominate the F-40 zone.

64% of all F-80 parcels are 40 acres or less (945)
31% of all F-80 parcels are 80 acres or more (458)
40 acre lots predominate the F-80 zone (133)

20 acre lots rank second (130)

Sent from Windows Mail

From: susan rasmussen
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 11:48 AM
To: Carol Levanen, susan rasmussen

Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau
Frequently requested statistics for Clark County.
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http://quickfacts.census.gov/afd/states/53/53011.html

Sent from Windows Mail


http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/53011.html

Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau Page 1 of 2

Search X

a "Topicé ‘ miG;o’_c';raphy V#L'.iil':;rary Data 'About the Bureau Newsroom

Population, Economy Maps, Geographic Data infograpiiics, Pubfications Tools, Developers Research, Surveys News, Events, Blogs {

State & County QuickFacts
Thank you for your feedback! The new delivers the following

improvements: Search by zip code, improved table display, browse
more data feature, download data, and more

Clark County, Washington

| Clark "
People QuickFacts | County Washington|
Population, 2014 estimate 451,008 7,061,530
Population, 2013 estimate 443 312 6,973,742
Population, 2010 (April 1) estimates base 425,363 6,724,543
Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014 6.0% 5.0%
Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2013 4.2% 3.7%
Population, 2010 425,363 6,724,540
Persons under 5 years, percent, 2013 6.5% 6.4%
Persons under 18 years, percent, 2013 25.6% 22.9%
Persons 65 years and over, percent, 2013 13.2% 13.6%
Female persons, percent, 2013 50.6% 50.0%
“White alone, percent, 2013 () 771w 81.2%
Black or African American alone, percent, 2013 (a) 21% 4.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone, percent, 2013
(a) 1.1% 1.9%
Asian alone, percent, 2013 (a) 4.5% 7.9%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, percent,
2013 (a) 0.8% 0.7%
Two or More Races, percent, 2013 3.8% 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2013 (b) 8.4% 11.9%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2013 80.5% 71.0%
“Living in same house 1 year & over, percent, 2009-2013  83.8% 82.7%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2009-2013 10.0% 13.2%
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+,
2009-2013 14.0% 18.5%
High school graduate or higher, percent of persons age
25+, 2009-2013 91.3% 90.0%
Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of persons age 25+,
2009-2013 26.0% 31.9%
Veterans, 2009-2013 36,674 582,265
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+,
2009-2013 249 25.7
Housing units, 2014 172,762 2,963,141
Homeownership rate, 2009-2013 65.0% 63.2%
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2009-2013 23.0% 25.6%
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2009-2013  $232,500 $262,100
Households, 2009-2013 158,855 2,629,126
Persons per household, 2009-2013 2.70 2.54
Per capita money income in past 12 months (2013
dollars), 2009-2013 $27,681 $30,742
Median household income, 2009-2013 $58,225 $59,478
Persons below poverty level, percent, 2009-2013 12.4% 13.4%
m " Clark |
} ;Business QuickFacts | County :Washingtoni
Private nonfarm establishments, 2013 9,723 176,815"
Private nonfarm employment, 2013 114,145 2,444,098"
Private nonfarm employment, percent change, 2012-2013 2.7% 3.5%"
Nonemployer establishments, 2013 26,337 413,446
Total number of firms, 2007 32,941 551,340

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/53011.html 8/25/2015
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Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau Page 2 of 2

Black-owned firms, percent, 2007 1.1% S
American Indian- and Alaska Native-owned firms, percent,
2007 0.7% 1.2%
Asian-owned firms, percent, 2007 4.3% 6.8%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander-owned firms,
percent, 2007 S 0.2%
Hispanic-owned firms, percent, 2007 2.5% 3.2%
Women-owned firms, percent, 2007 26.4% 28.7%
“Manufacturers shipments, 2007 (§1000) D 112,053.283
Merchant wholesaler sales, 2007 ($1000) 4,238,139 76,790,966
Retail sales, 2007 ($1000) 4,169,989 92,968,519
Retail sales per capita, 2007 $10,008 $14,380
Accommodation and food services sales, 2007 ($1000) 493,316 12,389,422
Building permits, 2014 2,240 33,898
J Clark
| |Geography QuickFacts County Washington
Land area in square miles, 2010 629.00 66,455.52
Persons per square mile, 2010 676.2 101.2
FIPS Code 011 53
Metropolitan or Micropolitan Statistical Area Portland-
Vancouver-
Hillsboro,
OR-WA
Metro Area

1: Includes data not distributed by county.

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race.
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories.

D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information

F: Fewer than 25 firms

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data

NA: Not available

S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards

X: Not applicable

Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, American Community Survey,
Census of Population and Housing, State and County Housing Unit Estimates, County Business Patterns, Nonemployer Statistics,
Economic Census, Survey of Business Owners, Building Permits

Last Revised: Wednesday, 05-Aug-2015 09:16:37 EDT

ABOUT US FIND DATA BUSINESS & INDUSTRY PEOPLE & HOUSEHOLDS SPECIAL TOPICS NEWSROOM

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/53011.html 8/25/2015
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Schroader, Kathy

From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:32 PM

To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: Fw OFM Population in ClarkCounty - For the public Record
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

For index as public record.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:14 PM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw OFM Population in ClarkCounty - For the public Record

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 12:56 PM
Subject: Reader

graph

http://www.ofm.wa.qov/pop/april1/ofm aprill press release.pdf

Sent from Windows Mail
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
OFFICE OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Insurance Building. PO Box 43113 o Olvmpia, Washingron 98304-3113 & (360) 901201555

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: June 25, 2015
CONTACT: Yi Zhao, 360-902-0592

Washington’s population tops 7 million

OLYMPIA, WA - Washington’s population increased considerably in the past year. Annual
estimates prepared by the Office of Financial Management show the state’s population increased
by 93,200 to 7,061,400 between 2014 and 2015. This 1.34 percent gain — up from 1.25 percent
in 2014 — marks the largest annual increase since 2008.

Washington’s population has been growing at an increasing rate, driven largely by migration.
This year there was a net gain of 57,400 people moving into the state, compared to a net gain of
49,500 the previous year. Net migration accounts for 62 percent of the state’s population growth
this year, with natural increase (births minus deaths) responsible for the other 38 percent (35,800
people). For the second straight year, net migration exceeds the three-decade historical average
of 48,800 migrants per year.

Components of State Population Change
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Seventy-nine percent of the state’s total population increase occurred in the five largest
metropolitan counties — Clark, King, Pierce, Snohomish and Spokane — whose economic
activity continues to attract migrants. Similar to last year, non-metropolitan counties accounted
for less than 5 percent of state population growth.

The April 1, 2015, population estimate for Washington’s incorporated cities and towns is
4,564,400, an increase of 67,000 people over the previous year. Growth in the incorporated area
population is mainly associated with natural increase and net migration rather than annexation.
The top 10 cities for population growth in descending order are Seattle, Vancouver, Marysville,
Kent, Redmond, Tacoma, Olympia, Renton, Spokane Valley and Bremerton.

The state’s unincorporated area population increased by 26,300 persons over the previous year.
This number would have been 28,000 persons if not for annexation. The top 10 unincorporated
areas for population growth in descending order are Snohomish, Clark, Pierce, King,
Whatcom, Spokane, Thurston, Yakima, Island and Kitsap.

Housing growth in 2015 increased by just a little more than 7 percent from the previous year.
The state added 32,300 housing units, compared to a 30,200-unit increase in 2014. Statewide, 52
percent of all new housing units were associated with multi-family structures. More than 73
percent of all new housing is located in the five largest metropolitan counties. King County leads
all counties with almost 13,500 new units, or 42 percent of the state’s total housing increase.

Additional information on the latest population estimates for the state, counties, cities and towns
can be accessed at http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/aprill/.

HitHt
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Table 1. Population, Change and Rank

County Total Population Numeric Change Percent Change Percent of State Total

2010 2014 2015 2010-15 2014-15 Rank 2010-15 2014-15 Rank 2010 2015 Rank
State 6724540 6,968,170 7,061,410 336,870 93,240 - 5.01 1.34 - 100.00 100.00 -
Adams 18,728 19,400 19,410 682 10 36 3.64 0.05 37 0.28 0.27 31
Asotin 21,623 21,950 22,010 387 60 30 1.79 0.27 32 0.32 0.31 28
Benton 175,177 186,500 188,590 13,413 2,090 9 7.66 1.12 7 2.61 267 10
Chelan 72,453 74,300 75,030 2,577 730 14 3.56 0.98 1" 1.08 1.06 17
Clallam 71,404 72,500 72,650 1,246 150 25 175 0.21 35 1.06 1.03 19
Clark 425,363 442,800 451,820 26,457 9,020 3 6.22 2.04 2 6.33 6.40 5
Columbia 4,078 4,080 4,090 12 10 36 0.29 0.25 33 0.06 0.06 37
Cowlitz 102,410 103,700 104,280 1,870 580 16 1.83 0.56 23 1.62 1.48 12
Douglas 38,431 39,700 39,990 1,559 290 a4 4.06 0.73 18 0.57 0.57 26
Ferry 7,551 7,660 7,710 159 50 32 211 0.65 20 0.11 0.1 36
Franklin 78,163 86,600 87,150 8,987 550 18 11.50 0.64 21 1.16 123 14
Garfield 2,266 2,240 2,260 -6 20 34 -0.26 0.89 14 0.03 0.03 39
Grant 89,120 92,900 93,930 4,810 1,030 12 5.40 1.1 8 1.33 1.33 13
Grays Harbor 72,797 73,300 73,110 313 -190 39 0.43 -0.26 38 1.08 1.04 18
Island 78,506 80,000 80,600 2,094 600 15 2.67 0.75 17 117 1.14 15
Jefferson 29,872 30,700 30,880 1,008 180 23 3.37 0.59 22 0.44 0.44 27
King 1,931,249 2,017,250 2,052,800 121,551 35,550 1 6.29 1.76 3 28.72 29.07 1
Kitsap 251,133 255,900 258,200 7,067 2,300 7 2.81 0.90 13 373 3.66 7
Kittitas 40,915 42,100 42,670 1,765 570 17 4.29 1.35 5 0.61 0.60 24
Klickitat 20,318 20,850 21,000 682 150 25 3.36 0.72 19 0.30 0.30 30
Lewis 75,455 76,300 76,660 1,205 360 20 1.60 0.47 27 1.12 1.09 16
Lincoln 10,570 10,700 10,720 150 20 34 142 0.19 36 0.16 0.15 35
Mason 60,699 62,000 62,200 1,501 200 22 2.47 0.32 30 0.90 0.88 20
Okanogan 41,120 41,700 41,860 740 160 24 1.80 0.38 29 0.61 0.59 25
Pacific 20,920 21,100 21,210 290 110 28 1.39 0.52 25 0.31 0.30 29
Pend Oreille 13,001 13,210 13,240 239 30 33 1.84 0.23 34 0.19 0.19 33
Pierce 795,225 821,300 830,120 34,895 8,820 4 4.39 1.07 9 11.83 11.76 2
San Juan 15,769 16,100 16,180 411 80 29 261 0.50 26 0.23 0.23 32
Skagit 116,901 119,500 120,620 3,719 1,120 1" 3.18 0.94 12 1.74 1.71 1
Skamania 11,066 11,370 11,430 364 60 30 3.29 0.53 24 0.16 0.16 34
Snohomish 713,335 741,000 757,600 44,265 16,600 2 6.21 2.24 1 10.61 10.73 3
Spokane 471,221 484,500 488,310 17,089 3,810 5 3.63 0.79 16 7.01 6.92 4
Stevens 43,531 43,900 44,030 499 130 27 115 0.30 31 0.65 0.62 23
Thurston 252,264 264,000 267,410 15,146 3,410 6 6.00 1.29 6 3.75 379 6
Wahkiakum 3,978 4,010 3,980 2 -30 38 0.05 -0.75 39 0.06 0.06 38
Walla Walla 58,781 60,150 60,650 1,869 500 19 3.18 0.83 15 0.87 0.86 21
Whatcom 201,140 207,600 209,790 8,650 2,190 8 4.30 1.05 10 2.99 2,97 9
Whitman 44,776 46,500 47,250 2,474 750 13 5.53 1.61 4 0.67 0.67 22
Yakima 243,231 248,800 249,970 6,739 1,170 10 2.77 0.47 28 3.62 3.54 8



Table 2.

Components of Population Change

County 2010-15 2014-15
Natural Net Population Natural Net Population
Increase  Migration Change Increase  Migration Change
State 184,107 152,763 336,870 35,837 57,403 93,240
Adams 1,427 -745 682 232 -222 10
Asotin 82 305 387 24 36 60
Benton 6,539 6,874 13,413 1,334 756 2,090
Chelan 1,304 1,273 2,577 198 532 730
Clallam -1,280 2,526 1,246 -317 467 150
Clark 11,790 14,667 26,457 2,248 6,772 9,020
Columbia -92 104 12 -21 31 10
Cowlitz 639 1,231 1,870 78 502 580
Douglas 1,053 506 1,559 196 94 290
Ferry -54 213 159 6 44 50
Franklin 6,537 2,450 8,987 1,277 =727 550
Garfield -29 23 -6 2 18 20
Grant 4,416 394 4,810 816 214 1,030
Grays Harbor 56 257 313 -49 -141 -190
Island 1,202 892 2,094 212 388 600
Jefferson -723 1,731 1,008 -160 340 180
King 63,160 58,391 121,551 12,545 23,005 35,550
Kitsap 4,727 2,340 7,067 902 1,398 2,300
Kittitas 654 1,101 1,755 139 431 570
Klickitat 171 511 682 39 11 150
Lewis 348 857 1,205 118 242 360
Lincoln -87 237 150 -7 27 20
Mason -1 1,512 1,501 -65 265 200
Okanogan 586 154 740 70 90 160
Pacific -570 860 290 -118 228 © 110
Pend Oreille -138 377 239 -26 56 30
Pierce 26,643 8,252 34,895 5,330 3,490 8,820
San Juan -201 612 411 -46 126 80
Skagit 1,716 2,003 3,719 256 864 1,120
Skamania 94 270 364 6 54 60
Snohomish 22,227 22,038 44,265 4,547 12,053 16,600
Spokane 9,179 7,910 17,089 1,746 2,064 3,810
Stevens 96 403 499 11 119 130
Thurston 5,624 9,522 15,146 1,059 2,351 3,410
Wahkiakum -91 93 2 -23 -7 -30
Walla Walla 677 1,192 1,869 96 404 500
Whatcom 3,915 4,735 8,650 834 1,356 2,190
Whitman 971 1,503 2,474 161 589 750
Yakima 11,550 -4,811 6,739 2,187 -1,017 1,170



Table 3. Top 25 Cities by Population Change

Change

Numeric Due to Percent
Municipality Change Annexation Municipality Change

2014-15 Rank 2014-15 2014-15 Rank
Seattle 21,900 1 0 Elmer City 18.75 1
Vancouver 3,000 2 0 Rock Island 9.49 2
Marysville 1,540 3 0 Ruston 9.04 3
Kent 1,500 4 0 Gig Harbor 7.14 4
Redmond 1,480 5 0 Ridgefield 6.05 5
Tacoma 1,400 6 0 Snoqualmie 5.94 6
Olympia 1,350 7 602 Bonney Lake 5.24 7
Renton 1,340 8 69 Mill Creek 5.22 8
Spokane Valley 1,290 9 0 Airway Heights 5.21 9
Bremerton 1,230 10 0 White Salmon 4.54 10
Walla Walla 1,130 1 572 Nespelem 4.26 11
Bothell 1,010 12 12 Granger 4.15 12
Richland 990 13 0 Walla Walla 3.50 13
Mill Creek 980 14 0 Liberty Lake 3.46 14
Bonney Lake 970 16 0 Seattle 3.42 15
Auburn 915 16 0 Hartline 3.23 16
Everett 900 17 6 Bremerton 3.22 17
Kirkland 870 18 0 Orting 3.18 18
Spokane 800 19 0 Yelm 3.16 19
Bellingham 770 20 0 Battle Ground 3.05 20
Lake Stevens 730 21 0 Kalama 2.88 21
Sammamish 720 22 0 North Bend 2.87 22
Snoqualmie 720 22 0 Port Orchard 2.74 23
Lacey 700 24 0 Mountlake Terrace 2.73 24
Pullman 690 25 0 Olympia 2.72 25

Table 4. Top 10 Unincorporated Areas by Population Change

Change

Numeric Due to

Area Change Annexation
2014-15 Rank 2014-15

Unincorporated Snohomish 9,925 1 6
Unincorporated Clark 4,445 2 5
Unincorporated Pierce 4,080 3 0
Unincorporated King 1,230 4 81
Unincorporated Whatcom 966 5 0
Unincorporated Spokane 813 6 0
Unincorporated Thurston 770 7 602
Unincorporated Yakima 575 8 142
Unincorporated Island 510 9 0
Unincorporated Kitsap 505 10 0



Numeric Change in Population: 2014-2015
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Schroader, Kathy

ST
From: Orjiako, Oliver
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:31 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: Public Health Records - For the public Record
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

More for the record!

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnildental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:16 PM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: Public Health Records - For the public Record

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 12:47 PM
Subject: Reader

http://www.clark.wa.gov/public-
health/documents/Data%20Sheets/ClarkCountydemographicssheet2014.pdf

Sent from Windows Mail


http://www.clark.wa.gov/public
mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com
mailto:sprazz@outlook.com
mailto:mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com

Schroader, Kathy

S T R TR T L
From: Orjiako, Oliver
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:30 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: Public Health records - 2 - For the Public Record
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
fyi

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnidental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:17 PM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: Public Health records - 2 - For the Public Record

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 12:44 PM
Subject: Reader

442 800 grew by 23% in 10 yrs.

http://www.clark.wa.gov/public-
health/documents/Data%20Sheets/ClarkCountydemographicssheet2014.pdf

Sent from Windows Mail


http://www.clark.wa.gov/public
mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com
mailto:sprazz@outlook.com
mailto:mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com

PUBLIC HEALTH

HEALTHIER COMMUNITY

Clark County, Washington

71 Clark County is located
1 i in the southwest area
# e ¢ of Washington  state.
iy /b 11 Clark County borders
ST Oregon on both the
L e south and west sides,
N T s L Cowlitz County to the
Lo north, and Skamania
County to the east.
The area was part of a
large tract of western land first known in 1844 as
“Vancouver District.” In 1849, Clark County was formed,
named in honor of explorer William Clark of the famous
Lewis and Clark Expedition." Clark County was one of the
first two counties in what would later become Washington
State.

2014 Population

Public Health

Race/Ethnicity

Clark County's racial/ethnic demographics for 2013 were:®
e White*: 85% (375,289)
e Hispanic: 8% (37,171)
e Asian*: 4% (18,171)
e Two or more races*: 4% (18,585)
e Black*: 2% (10,319)
e Amer. Indian/Alaska Native*: 1% (3,847)
o Pacific Islander*: 1% (2,945)
e Other*: 3% (14,661)

*Race groups are non-Hispanic.

Language Spoken at Home

Clark is the 5" most populous county in the state, with a
2014 population of 442,800. From 2000 to 2010, the
county’s population grew by 80,125 people, or 23% This
was the second-fastest rate of growth in the state.?

In 2014, just over half of the Clark County population (53%)
lived in incorporated cities. The 4 largest were:

e Vancouver, county seat: 167,400

e Camas: 20,880

e Battle Ground: 18,680

o Washougal: 14,910
Education

In 2013, 86% (355,654) of residents over age 5 spoke
English at home. Fourteen percent (59,460) spoke a
language other than English at home. Forty-one percent of
the people who spoke a Ianguage other than English at
home speak English /ess than “very weII” (24,151) The
languages spoken b;/ these people were:®
e Indo-European: 8,143 « Spanish: 9,429
e  Asian/Pacific Islander: 6,338 » Other: 241

Age/Sex Characteristics

In 2013, the majority of Clark County residents over age 25,
or 92%, had graduated from high school. Over one-fourth
(27%) of residents had obtained at least a bachelor's
degree.’

Income

The median annual household income in 2013 in Clark
County was $57,588."

Poverty

In 2013, 15% of families with chlldren in Clark County were
below the Federal Poverty Level.* The Federal Poverty
Level for a family of four in 2013 was $23, 550.°

The median age of Clark County residents in 2014 was 38.1
years. The percent of the Clark County population broken
down by age group and gender can be seen below.®

Population composition of Clark County, 2014

o 4
o 4

3 1
Percent of Total 2014 Population: 442 800

Males [N Females

For further information, please contact the Health Assessment and Evaluation unit at (360) 397-8491. Updated 12/14 by M. Payne.
Clark County Public Health, Vancouver, WA




Data Sources

' Clark County, Washington. Proud Past. Retrieved December 2014 from
http//www.co.clark.wa.us/aboutee proud past/index.html

2 Washington Office of Financial Management. April 1, 2014 Population of Cities, Towns, and Counties Used for Allocation of
Selected State Revenues. Retrieved December 2014 from www.ofm.wa.gov/pon/aprill/

? U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2013 (1-year Estimates). Data Profiles for Clark County, WA. Selected
Social Characteristics (Table DP02). Retrieved December 2014 from http://factfinder.census.gov

* U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2013 (1-year Estimates). Data Profiles for Clark County, WA. Selected
Economic Characteristics (Table DP03). Retrieved December 2014 from http://factfinder.census.gov

* U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 2013 Poverty Guidelines. Retrieved December 2014 from
hitp://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty .

¢ U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2013 (1-year Estimates). Data Profiles for Clark County, WA. ACS

® Washington Office of Financial Management. Postcensal estimates of population by age and sex, 2010-2014. Retrieved
December 2014 from http://www.ofm.wa.cov/pop/ast/

E\ For other formats, contact the Clark County ADA Office
Voice (360) 397-2322, Relay 711 or (800) 833-6388,
Fax (360) 397-6165, E-mail ADA@clark.wa.gov.



mailto:ADA@clark.wa.gov
http:l!1~l.Q:::t.lJ
http://factfinder
http://www.co.clark.wa.us/qboutLD?J.:QUd

Schroader, Kathy

=
From: Orjiako, Oliver
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:29 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

I have more to come for public record. Thanks.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:24 PM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>

To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 11:37 AM

Subject: Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau

Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau
Frequently requested statistics for Clark County.

http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/53/53011.html

Sent from Windows Mail


http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/53011.html
mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com
mailto:sprazz@outlook.com
mailto:mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com
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Search

About the Bureau Newsroom
Research, Surveys News, Events, Blogs

Data

Toois, Jevelopers

Topics ~ Geography Library

Poputation, Economy Maps, Geographic Data infographics, Publications

State & County QuickFacts

Thank you for your feedback! The new delivers the following
improvements: Search by zip code, improved table display, browse
more data feature, download data, and more.

Clark County, Washington

i ey | clak | ]
| People QuickFacts | County jWashington
Population, 2014 estimate 451,008 7,061,530
Population, 2013 estimate 443,312 6,973,742
Population, 2010 (April 1) estimates base 425,363 6,724,543
Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014 6.0% 5.0%
Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2013 4.2% 3.7%
Population, 2010 425,363 6,724,540
Persons under 5 years, percent, 2013 6.5% 6.4%
Persons under 18 years, percent, 2013 25.6% 22.9%
Persons 65 years and over, percent, 2013 13.2% 13.6%
Female persons, percent, 2013 50.6% 50.0%
“White alone, percent, 2013 &) sr7% 81.2%
Black or African American alone, percent, 2013 (a) 21% 4.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone, percent, 2013
(a) 1.1% 1.9%
Asian alone, percent, 2013 (a) 4.5% 7.9%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, percent,
2013 (a) 0.8% 0.7%
Two or More Races, percent, 2013 3.8% 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2013 (b) 8.4% 11.9%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2013 80.5% 71.0%
“Living in same house 1 year & over, percent, 2009-2013  83.8% 82.7%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2009-2013 10.0% 13.2%
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+,
2009-2013 14.0% 18.5%
High school graduate or higher, percent of persons age
25+, 2009-2013 91.3% 90.0%
Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of persons age 25+,
2009-2013 26.0% 31.9%
Veterans, 2009-2013 36,674 582,265
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+,
2009-2013 249 25.7
Housing units, 2014 172,762 2,963,141
Homeownership rate, 2009-2013 65.0% 63.2%
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2009-2013 23.0% 25.6%
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2009-2013  $232,500 $262,100
Households, 2009-2013 158,855 2,629,126
Persons per household, 2009-2013 2.70 2.54
Per capita money income in past 12 months (2013
dollars), 2009-2013 $27,681 $30,742
Median household income, 2009-2013 $58,225 $59,478
Persons below poverty level, percent, 2009-2013 12.4% 13.4%
- Gl v Lt e L S s . .
Business QuickFacts County Washington
Private nonfarm establishments, 2013 9,723 176,815"
Private nonfarm employment, 2013 114,145 2,444,098"
Private nonfarm employment, percent change, 2012-2013 2.7% 3.5%'
Nonemployer establishments, 2013 26,337 413,446
Total number of firms, 2007 32,941 551,340

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/53011.html 8/25/2015


http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/530

Clark County QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau Page 2 of 2

Black-owned firms, percent, 2007 1.1% S
American Indian- and Alaska Native-owned firms, percent,
2007 0.7% 1.2%
Asian-owned firms, percent, 2007 4.3% 6.8%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander-owned firms,
percent, 2007 S 0.2%
Hispanic-owned firms, percent, 2007 2.5% 3.2%
Women-owned firms, percent, 2007 26.4% 28.7%
" Manufacturers shipments, 2007 (§1000) D 112,053,283
Merchant wholesaler sales, 2007 ($1000) 4,238,139 76,790,966
Retail sales, 2007 ($1000) 4,169,989 92,968,519
Retail sales per capita, 2007 $10,008 $14,380
Accommodation and food services sales, 2007 ($1000) 493,316 12,389,422
Building permits, 2014 2,240 33,898
‘; | clark | ‘,
|Geography QuickFacts | County }Washington!
Land area in square miles, 2010 629.00 66,455.52
Persons per square mile, 2010 676.2 101.2
FIPS Code 011 53
Metropolitan or Micropolitan Statistical Area Portland-
Vancouver-
Hillsboro,
OR-WA
Metro Area

1: Includes data not distributed by county.

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race.
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories.

D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information

F: Fewer than 25 firms

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data

NA: Not available

S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards

X: Not applicable

2Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, American Community Survey,
Census of Population and Housing, State and County Housing Unit Estimates, County Business Patterns, Nonemployer Statistics,
Economic Census, Survey of Business Owners, Building Permits

Last Revised: Wednesday, 05-Aug-2015 09:16:37 EDT

ABOUT US FIND DATA BUSINESS & INDUSTRY PEOPLE & HOUSEHOLDS SPECIAL TOPICS NEWSROOM

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/53/53011.html 8/25/2015
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Schroader, Kathy _

From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 2:30 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: Clark County Profile

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

FYI

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 10:20 PM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: Clark County Profile

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 12:28 PM
Subject: Clark County Profile

Clark County Profile
Labor market profiles of counties in Washington state.

https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/reports-publications/regional-reports/county-
profiles/clark-county-profile

Sent from Windows Mail


https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/reports-publications/regional-reports/county
mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com
mailto:sprazz@outlook.com
mailto:mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com

Clark County Profile

_:;_ Employment Security Department
> WASHINGTON STATE

Home Employment resources Reports, data & tools Help

Home : Reports, data & tools : County Profiles : Clark County Profile

Clark County Profile

by Scott Bailey, regional labor economist
Updated November 2014

Overview | Geographic facts | Outlook | Labor force and unemployment |
Industry employment | Wages and Income | Population

Overview

Regional context

Clark County is located in southwest Washington on the Columbia River, roughly 100 miles upstream

from the Pacific Ocean. It is the fifth most populous county in the state.

Clark County is part of the Portland Metropolitan Area. Its economy can be understood only in that
context: one-third of the county’s labor force, over 50,000 workers, commutes to Portland on a daily
basis, while only 11,000 commute in the opposite direction. The lack of a sales tax in Oregon has
led to significant leakage of retail sales, lowering both retail investment and tax revenues for local
governments.

Local economy

Clark County, when originally occupied by white settlers, was primarily an agricultural and timber
economy. In fact, the first apple tree in the state is still standing there.

The Camas paper mill was started in the 1870s. The cheap power from damming the Columbia
helped spur industrialization, including an aluminum smelter built in the late 1930s that closed in
2001 following the Enron energy price manipulation.

In the 1970s, the county began to attract investment in electronics, which became its most
important industry in the 1990s and remains so today, despite the loss of one-third of its
employment base in the 2001 recession. Wafertech, Hewlett Packard, SEH America and Linear
Semiconductor are important employers.

Employment grew rapidly in all sectors during the 1990s, but slowed after the 2001 recession.
Construction and homebuilding remained strong until the housing bubble burst. The county lost 6
percent of its employment base in the downturn, worse than the nation and state, but job growth
began accelerating in 2013. In 2014, Clark was the fastest-growing county in the state.

Major industry sectors in Clark County include healthcare and social assistance (21,700 jobs in
2013), retail trade (15,800 jobs), leisure and hospitality (13,100 jobs) and manufacturing (12,900
jobs). In addition, government employed 23,700, half of which were in public education.

Top

Geographic facts
(Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts)

Clark County Rank in state

Land area, 2010 (square miles) 629 35
Persons per square mile, 2010 676 2
Top

Outlook

In 2014, the labor market was steadily improving. Employment growth was extremely strong at 4.5
percent and unemployment was dropping. By the end of the year, it appeared the labor force
participation, which had dropped significantly in the 2008 recession, was starting to pick up. It
would not be surprising to see these trends extend in 2015, provided that the national and global
economies avoid any major snags. The multiplier effect from expansions of traded-sector industries
in 2014 will be in play and the relocation and subsequent expansion of the headquarters of Banfield
Pet Hospitals will further boost employment. Median household incomes, which dropped in the
recession and had shown no upward trend through 2013, should start to pick up. Lower gasoline
prices should also help.

Page 1 of 5
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Useful links

Clark County home page

Port of Camas-Washougal

Port of Ridgefield
Port of Vancouver

Washington Ports

Clark County Profile from
ChooseWashington.com

Clark County History

Columbia River Economic
Development Council

History of Vancouver and
Clark County

Self Sufficiency Calculator
for Washington State

Southwest Washington
Workforce Development
Gouncll

U.S. Census Bureau

Workforce Development
Areas and WorkSource Office
Directory

WorkSource Vancouver

https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/reports-publications/regional-reports/county-p... 8/25/2015
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Labor force and unemployment
(Source: Employment Security Department)

Current labor force and unemployment statistics are available on the Labor area summaries page.

Clark County's unemployment rate was below the state and national averages throughout the 1990s,
but has been higher than both since 2000. The financial meltdown and subsequent recession
widened the gap to four percentage points in 2010. Unemployment was exacerbated by higher than
average job losses for Clark County residents working in Portland. The gap dropped to two points in
2013 and in 2014 was a bit over one percentage point.

Unemployment in 2014 has been running two to three points below the same month in 2013. On a
seasonally-adjusted basis, the rate was a bit over 7 percent. In contrast with previous years, much of
the decline in the unemployment rate could be credited to strong job growth (as opposed to workers
dropping out of the labor force). As the year came to an end there was still plenty of slack in the
labor market, in the form of working-age residents who dropped out of the labor market and have
not re-entered, as well as people working part-time when they desire full-time work.

Top

Industry employment
(Source: Employment Security Department)

Current industry employment statistics are available on the Labor area summaries page.

Over the past 20 years, Clark County nonfarm employment has grown more than twice as fast as the
nation's and much faster than the state's. Pre-recession employment peaked in November 2007.
Employment hit bottom in February 2010, when the county had lost 6 percent of its jobs. The
recovery was slow going in 2011 and 2012, but job growth began accelerating in mid-2013 and has
been red-hot since then.

Construction employment in the county fell by 4,600 jobs (-36 percent) in the downturn. As
of September 2014 preliminary figures, 2,100 jobs had been added back in the recovery.
Employment has grown by 10 percent in 2014. Construction of new single-family homes
was still well below the 1997-2006 average, while multi-family housing was being built at a
rapid pace for the second year in a row.

Manufacturing lost 2,600 jobs (-18 percent) and has recovered 1,900 of them. Different

segments of manufacturing had radically different outcomes. On the plus side, other

nondurable goods—which in Clark County is primarily chemicals/pharmaceuticals but also
includes beverages, printing, textiles, apparel and petroleum products—expanded payrolls
during the downturn as well as in the recovery, with a total gain of 600 jobs. On the other
end, paper products and wood products both shed jobs during the downturn and
continued to cut jobs subsequently, with a combined loss of 900 jobs. Electronics,
machinery and plastics all suffered job losses in the recession with only a partial recovery,
while fabricated metals and other durables (primary metals, electrical equipment, furniture
and all others) had small losses followed by larger recoveries and so have been net positive
in terms of hiring. In late 2014, manufacturing was growing at about a 2 percent clip.

Wholesalers - who buy from businesses and sell to other businesses (“B2B") - cut 600 jobs

on the way down but have added 1,700 jobs on the way up. This important but somewhat

invisible sector added more jobs over the past seven years than any industry except health
care and accounted for almost one-sixth of net job growth. The preliminary estimate for
growth in 2014 was 14 percent.

Employment in retail trade declined by 1,400 jobs (-8 percent) from late 2007 to early

2010, as taxable retail sales dropped by 19 percent from the pre-recession peak. Since

then, the industry has completely recovered its employment, adding 1,800 jobs since

2010. Sales, while growing, are still below pre-recession levels. Jobs at grocery stores and

general merchandise stores have increased, while other retail segments have greatly pared

their payrolls. Retailers have been hiring at a 5 percent growth rate in 2014.

« Transportation & warehousing has been one of the few industries that has continued to
shrink payrolls during the recovery. This sector lopped off almost 400 jobs during the
downturn and almost 200 more since then.

« Information services had a modest decline and, looking at the net gain, a modest recovery,

ending 2014 with about 200 jobs more than before the recession began. Job losses were

actually much deeper, as much of the gain came when Integra moved its headquarters from

Portland to Clark County in May 2014.

Financial services, while adding jobs on a net basis, had a lot of disparate sub-currents.

Banking shed 400 jobs and recovered only 100 of them. Investment firms have added 200

jobs during the recovery. Insurance has been relatively steady, while real estate had a

pronounced decline and comeback. Rental and leasing services have lost half their

employment, in part due to the near-disappearance of the once ubiquitous video rental
store. Over-the-year growth in late 2014 stood at 4 percent.

Professional services suffered a relatively small downturn while enjoying a robust recovery.

Computer systems design was a major part of the story, growing from 900 to 1,400 jobs.

Professional services employment was growing at 6 percent in 2014.

-

®

https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/reports-publications/regional-reports/county-p...  8/25/2015
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Corporate offices was another fast-growing sector, nearly doubling from 1,300 to 2,200
jobs. The relocation of PeaceHealth was a major reason for the increase. The industry has
continued to expand in 2014, at +5 percent.

« Business services is another sector that had serious job losses, but has bounced back and

then some. Temporary staffing services were an early warning sign of the coming

maelstrom, with employment plunging by over 1,000 jobs in 2007. They were still 500 jobs
short of their 2006 peak. Other business services on balance are 500 jobs above their pre-
recession levels. Growth rate as of late 2014: 7 percent over the year.

Healthcare and social assistance added 1,000 jobs during the downturn and 1,000 more

more in the recovery. Note that this industry has been redefined, with the addition of home

care workers (formerly classified in NAICS 814), many of whom are family members
reimbursed by the state for caring for relatives. This sector was growing slightly slower

than the overall county average in 2014.

e Arts, entertainment and recreation services had a typical profile: falling by 200 workers on
the way down, recouping 500 jobs on the way back for a net gain of 300 jobs. Industry
payrolls were little change in 2014.

¢ Accommodations & food services lost over 900 jobs in the recession and has gained back
all but 100 of them. Growth in 2014 was relatively tame at 2 percent.

« Government employment is often a lagging indicator, so it was not a surprise that the

public sector continued to add jobs in the first year of the recession. Employment declined

slightly in 2009-10 before dropping considerably in 2011 as the decline in state and local

tax revenues hit home. Hiring resumed at a low pace in 2013 and accelerated in 2014.

Payrolls were up 2 percent in 2014.

For historical industry employment data, contact an economist.

Industry employment by age and gender
(Source: The Local Employment Dynamics)

The Local Employment Dynamics (LED) database, a joint project of state employment departments
and the U.S. Census Bureau, matches state employment data with federal administrative data.
Among the products is industry employment by age and gender. All workers covered by state
unemployment insurance data are included; federal workers and non-covered workers, such as the
self-employed, are not. Data are presented by place of work, not place of residence. Some highlights:

In 2013, 14 percent of the jobs in Clark County were held by workers under the age of 25, while 20
percent of jobs were held by those aged 55 and over. The rest of the jobs were evenly split among
those aged 25 to 34, 35 to 44 and 45 to 54 with each about 22 percent of the total. The county's
worker age profile was slightly younger than that of the state.

Jobs were almost evenly divided between men (48 percent) and women (52 percent). There were
substantial differences in gender dominance by industry.

« Male-dominated industries included construction (84 percent), transportation &
warehousing (75 percent), manufacturing (73 percent) and wholesale trade (71 percent).

« Female-dominated industries included healthcare and social assistance (81 percent),
educational services (public and private combined, 74 percent) and corporate offices (66
percent).

The recession and the recovery had differential affects by age and sex. Comparing late 2007 with
late 2013, male employment was down 4.6 percent, while female employment had dropped 1.6
percent. Jobs held by teenagers (aged 14 to 18) declined by 35 percent, those held by 19 to 21 year
olds by 15 percent. Jobs in other age groups were either back to par or above the pre-recession
level.

Top

Wages and income
(Source: Employment Security Department; Bureau of Labor Statistics; Bureau of Economic Analysis;
U.S. Census Bureau; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey)

The median hourly wage for jobs in Clark County in 2013 was $20.05, $2 per hour below the state
median. There has been little change in the county median since 2002 when it was an inflation-
adjusted $19.80.

The 2013 average annual wage was $45,108, well below the state and national averages. The
average has risen almost every year for the past two decades. The stagnation of the median wage
and increase in the average wage indicates that wages have been increasing on the upper end of the
wage scale, but not in the middle and lower segments.

For the 2007-2013 period, the county gained higher-wage jobs and lost lower-wage and middle-wage
jobs. Jobs paying below $16.00 per hour declined by 3 percent, those paying $16.00 to $25.99 per
hour fell by 2 percent, while those paying $26.00 per hour or higher increased by 3 percent. The<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>