BEFORE THE WESTERN WASHINGTON GROWTH
MANAGEMENT HEARINGS BOARD

JL. STOREDAHL & SONS, INC., RAYMOND )
and MERRY WOODSIDE, husband and wife,) No. 96-2-0016
and VIRGINIA |. WOODSIDE, asingle person, )

) ORDER RE: MOTION

Petitioners, ) FOR RECONSIDERATION
)
V. )
)
CLARK COUNTY, )
)
Respondent. )
)
and )
)
FRIENDS OF THE EAST FORK, )
)
Intervenor. )

)

On August 8, 1997, Petitioner Storedahl filed a motion for reconsideration of our order on
dispositive motion. Pursuant to agreement of the parties, Intervenor Friends of the East Fork
(FOEF) submitted its brief in opposition on September 3, 1997.

Petitioners motion is premised on the assertion that mineral policy (MP) 4.5.8 must be a
fundamental part of "shorelines’ because its sole applicability pertains to the shorelines (100-year
floodplain). Therefor, reasons Petitioner, MP 4.5.8 was an amendment to the Clark County
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) and thus needed to be adopted under the procedures of RCW
90.58.

Petitioner's argument that MP 4.5.8 is, or should have been considered, an amendment to the
SMPisthe crucial point. As pointed out by Intervenor, this argument fails on two grounds.
First, the adoption of MP 4.5.8 came about through the Growth Management Act (GMA)
Comprehensive Plan (CP) process, specifically in response to RCW 36.70A.060. There was no



evidence in this record that the County was attempting to circumvent the procedural requirements
of RCW 90.58 by adopting a CP policy instead of an amendment to the SMP.

Secondly, Petitioner presupposes that the CP policy was a de facto amendment to the SMP. CCC
18.330.020 provides that designated shoreline areas of the County are "to be combined with
zoning that has been applied to such areas." Under the Clark County legidative scheme, the
designated shoreline areas and the SM P regulations applicable thereto, are subject to and
independent of, the zoning districts established by Clark County's GMA actions. Thus, achange
in the zoning does not de facto amend the SMP.

The remainder of Petitioner's arguments were fully addressed in the order on dispositive motion
and need not be repeated here.

The motion is denied.

So ORDERED this 15th day of September 1997.
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