




Virginia Shogren May 6, 2026 
961 W. Oak Court 
Sequim, WA 98382 
360-461-5551 

Meeting of the Clallam County Planning Commission 
223 East Fourth Street, Room 160 
Port Angeles, WA 98362 

Public Comment Re: Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update - Irrigation Pipeline 
Moratorium and Ditch Protection 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I reviewed Director Emery's ("Director") April 29, 2026 memorandum to this 
Commission in which he states that the Department of Community Development 
"is adamantly opposed to any policy supporting or any action proposed to 
implement a moratorium on further ditch tightlining." Memo., p. 3. 

The memorandum exposes several key inconsistences. The Director's 'adamant' 
position should give this Commission serious reason to pause. 

Response to "Permit Authority" 

The Director states that the pipeline projects will need approval from the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. This is news to me. When I informed 
the Department of Fish and Wildlife about the so-called 'emergency' pipeline 
project along the original ditch line, they immediately wrote back to say that the 
matter was "outside of the[ir] regulatory authority" and that I should remove them 
from all correspondence. ( copy enclosed) 

Likewise, the Chair of the Conservation District stated at a public meeting that 
they are done with pipeline projects. The Conservation District's involvement with 
the so-called 'emergency' project was limited to engineering services. 

The City of Sequim pointed the finger at the County for the environmental review. 
They did not say that environmental review was not necessary. The City stated that 
it was not the lead agency in charge of that aspect of the project. 
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recent requirement for a FONS! determination "had nothing to do with the 
adequacy of the (2003] FEIS." Memo., p. 2. 

Graysmarsh legally challenged the adequacy of the 2003 FEIS and obtained a 
favorable settlement in order to protect its aquifer recharge from the adverse 
impact of pipelines. Clearly, reasonable minds differ as to the adequacy of the 2003 
FEIS. 

The question now is whether a 2003 FEIS is still viable in 2026 given the changed 
conditions that the Director himself is addressing in this Comp Plan update. 

Under Washington's State Environmental Policy Act ("SEPA", RCW 43.21C1 and 
WAC 197-11), the rules to update or supplement a FEIS focus on whether there are 
substantial changes or new information indicating probable significant adverse 

environmental impacts not adequately covered in the original document. WAC 
197-11-600 (copy enclosed); see also, WAC 197-11-620 (Supplemental EIS -
Procedures). 

SEPA documents do not have a fixed expiration date, but agencies must ensure the 
analysis remains adequate for the pending decision. See, ecology.wa.gov 
(Revising and adopting existing documents). 

As demonstrated by the Bureau of Reclamation's requirement for a FONS! 
determination, a 23-year-old FEIS for a project involving water resources (piping 
in ditches) faced significant scrutiny likely due to changed baseline conditions. 
Agencies are expected to ensure that the analysis reflects current circumstances, 
especially for dynamic elements like hydrology, climate, and water demand. 

The County has updated data on: (1) climate change effects (e.g., altered 
precipitation, drought frequency, streamflows); (2) drier baseline conditions 
(established, in part, by the City of Sequim's 2008 study showing the severe drop 

1 The purposes of SEPA are: (1) To declare a state policy which will encourage 
productive and enjoyable harmony between humankind and the environment; (2) 
to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere; (3) and [to] stimulate the health and welfare of human beings; and (4) to 
enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources important 
to the state and nation. RCW 43.21C.010 (emphasis added). 
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[T]he [pipeline] project to be undertaken by the SPTIA is considered a 
Watershed Restoration Project in accordance with RCW 36.70A.460, 
and is subject to the limited permitting requirements articulated in 
RCW 89.08.450 to .510. To date, Clallam County has not received 
the consolidated permit application nor any formal opportunity to 
comment on the proposal. Any future review and 
official response will be based on the information provided by the 
proponent. Consideration of permit conditions in advance of that 
information would be premature. 

December 18, 2023 Email from Bruce Emery to Judy Larson and Mike Gallagher 
(DOE), copied to Todd Coward and Dee Boughton, Esq. (emphasis added). 

In 2023, according to Director Emery, the project would require review by the 
County of a consolidated permit application. 

Three years later, the County is now 'preempted' from taking any action 
whatsoever. 

The public is constantly asking if they are next on the pipeline crusade. I don't 
know what to tell them. The more I try to become informed as a concerned citizen, 
the more confused I become. The projects seem cloaked in secrecy, with all 
participants highly protected by government officials. 

When I spoke with an irrigation entity worker who was almost killed by an 
exploding pipeline connection, I asked her if the projects were intended to help the 
salmon. She laughed, and said, no, the projects are for jobs. 

Having moved to Sequim in 2002, I understand that funding is tight everywhere, 
and that the local excavation industry and plumbing industry benefit from pipeline 
development and maintenance. 

But that does not give our elected officials the right to ignore our water rights, and 
to actively tum a blind eye to severe environmental impacts. 

We have all heard of the coming water wars. This is your opportunity to put a time 
out on a very bad situation. The Director's inconsistent positions tell us that there 
is a lot more going on than meets the eye. 
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5/4/26, 12:27 PM Gmail - Notice of Unauthorized Pipeline Construction Activity 

Virginia Shogren <vshogren@gmail.com> t-' Gmail 

Notice of Unauthorized Pipeline Construction Activity 

Zitomer, Danielle R (DFW) <Danielle.Zitomer@dfw.wa.gov> Fri, Oct 17, 2025 at 4:55 PM 
To: Virginia Shogren <vshogren@gmail.com>, Kim Williams <kim.williams@clallamcd.org>, "lnfo@clallamcd.org" 
<info@clallamcd.org>, CSD - Seth Woolson <swoolson@csdlaw.com> 
Cc: "ihoiby@usbr.gov" <ihoiby@usbr.gov>, "skimbrel@usbr.gov" <skimbrel@usbr.gov>, "Fike, Jean (SCC)" 
<JFike@scc.wa.gov>, "Culp, Jon (SCC)" <JCulp@scc.wa.gov>, "bruce.emery@clallamcountywa.gov" 
<bruce.emery@clallamcountywa.gov>, DOR Clallam County BOE <Loni.Gores@clallamcountywa.gov>, 
"mark.ozias@clallamcountywa.gov" <mark.ozias@clallamcountywa.gov>, "mike.french@clallamcountywa.gov" 
<mike.french@clallamcountywa.gov>, "randy.johnson@clallamcountywa.gov" <randy.johnson@clallamcountywa.gov>, 
"Boughton, Dee" <dee.boughton@clallamcountywa.gov>, "knelson-gross@sequimwa.gov" <knelson-gross@sequimwa.gov>, 
Paul Bucich <pbucich@sequimwa.gov>, julie Vig <secretary.spt@gmail.com>, "Ament, Shelly M (DFW)" 
<Shelly.Ament@dfw.wa.gov>, "dmha@olypen.com" <dmha@olypen.com>, Hansi Hals <hhals@jamestowntribe.org>, Shawn 
Hines <shines@jamestowntribe.org>, "ascalotti@jamestowntribe.org" <ascalotti@jamestowntribe.org>, Neil Harrington 
<nharrington@jamestowntribe.org> 

Good afternoon, 

Thank you for your email. Based on the content of the letter you attached, this matter appears to be outside 
of the regulatory authority of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

The piping work, as described, is not occurring in a regulatory watercourse of the state, as defined in WAC 
220-660-030. Bald Eagle management is the jurisdiction of the US Fish and Wildlife Service via the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection act, and is outside of the scope of Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. 

Going forward, please remove Shelly Ament and me from these correspondences and email chain. While I 
think it is most appropriate for us to be removed from this discussion and email chain, please do not hesitate 
to reach out to me directly if you have future questions regarding the Hydraulic Code of Washington, 
regulatory watercourses, or WDFW listed Priority Habitats and Species. 

Best regards, 

Danielle Zitomer 

(she/her) 

Area Habitat Biologist 

Region 6, Port Angeles Office 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Danielle.Zitomer@dfw.wa.gov 

360-764-0866 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=a27e3f9004&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f:1846275271828914111 &simpl=msg-f: 1846275271828914111 1/2 
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5/4/26, 1 :45 PM WAC 197-11-600: 

(i) Substantial changes so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse environmental impacts; 

or 

(ii) New information indicating a proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. 

(e) If a proposal is substantially similar to one covered in an existing EIS, that EIS may be adopted; 

additional information may be provided in an addendum or SEIS (see (c) and (d) of this subsection). 

[Statutory Authority: 1995 c 347 (ESHB 1724) and RCW 43.21C.110. WSR 97-21-030 (Order 95-16), § 197-

11-600, filed 10/10/97, effective 11/10/97. Statutory Authority: RCW 43.21 C.110. WSR 84-05-020 (Order DE 

83-39), § 197-11-600, filed 2/10/84, effective 4/4/84.] 

https://app.leg .wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite= 197-11-600 2/2 
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CLALLAM COUNTY 
Department of Community Development 

County Courthouse 
223 E. 4th St. , Suite 5 

Port Angeles, WA 98362-3015 
Phone: (360) 417-2323 

Fax: (360) 417-2443 
bruce. emery@clallamcou ntywa. gov 

Memorandum 

Date: May 12, 2026 

To: Clallam County Planning Commission 

From: Bruce Emery, Director of Community Development 

Re: Planning Commission work session on the CPU, 05/20/2026 

Hello, Planning Commissioners. The following details packet materials for the May 20th 

Work Session. 

Packet items. Your packet includes the following : 

• Revised Addendum 3, Appendix C, Racially Disparate Impacts 

• Proposed edits to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code to address issues 
raised by Commerce. 

• Excerpt Table 3.4, addressing Letters of Testimony, #57 through #81 (for actual 
letters, please refer to your 05/06/26 packet). 

• Draft Findings Resolution. 

New policy edits from 5/06/26 discussion. In follow-up to the discussion on 5/06/26, 
the following is proposed: 

Agricultural and Non-Agricultural Accessory Uses. The Growth Management Act does 
not specifically define agricultural accessory uses or nonagricultural accessory uses. 
However, the intent of both terms are made clear pursuant to RCW 36.70A.077(3)(b), 
which reads in part: 

(b) Accessory uses may include: 

(i) Agricultural accessory uses and activities, including but not limited to the 
storage, distribution, and marketing of regional agricultural products from one or 
more producers, agriculturally related experiences, or the production, marketing, 
and distribution of value-added agricultural products, including support services 
that facilitate these activities; and 

(ii) Nonagricultural accessory uses and activities as long as they are consistent 
with the size, scale, and intensity of the existing agricultural use of the property 
and the existing buildings on the site. Nonagricultural accessory uses and 
activities, including new buildings, parking, or supportive uses, shall not be 



located outside the general area already developed for buildings and residential 
uses and shall not otherwise convert more than one acre of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural uses; and 

The prior meeting's discussion included debate on what the maximum allowed area 
should be for nonagricultural accessory uses. As it turns out, the draft language I 
originally proposed appears to conflict with the maximum established under the RCW, 
which limits them to " ... the general area already developed for buildings and residential 
uses and shall not otherwise convert more than one acre of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural uses." Key to this passage is " ... not otherwise convert more than one 
acre ... " In total, nonagricultural accessory uses could include unused portions of the 
"developed area" of the farm and extend no more than one acre into the farmed portion 
of the property. 

With the above statutory language and discussion, we recommend amending CCC 
31.02.115(3)(c) as follows: 

(c) Agricultural Accessory Uses. Clallam County supports the inclusion of 
agricultural accessory uses that assist local farms int0 maintainlo.g profitability 
and sustainability. Uses that assist with storage, distribution and marketing of 
locally produced agricultural products from one or more producers, agriculturally 
related experiences. or the production. marketing and distribution of value-added 
agricultural products, including support services that facilitate these activities, will 
be allowed within agricultural operations. Non-agricultural accessory uses and 
activities that are related to and consistent with the size, scale and intensity of 
the existing agricultural use of the property and the existing buildings on the site, 
tt:lat-a-t.se-s1:1pport the economis-v-ioolity of the-a9J:¼Gl:fltw:ai-epeF-aWAr including 
new buildings, parking, and supportive uses, 'Nill be allowed--w-itA1fl-the 
intensively shall not be located outside the general area already developed for 
bui ld ings and residentia l usesportion of the agricultural propeft:y and shall not 
otherwise convert more than one acre of agricultural land . or 15% of the net 
property acreage, whichever is less, to nonagricultural uses.:., aooNon­
agricultural accessory uses shall be focused on the least agriculturally 
productive portion of the property. 

Revised definition for "Fully-Integrated and self-contained." During discussion, planning 
Commissioners requested revisions to ensure multiple features within the definition are 
present before a project is determined to be an MPR. Also, it was requested that both 
onsite and contracted municipal power and other services be articulated as acceptable. 
The following draft definition under 31.02.050(21) has been edited in response: 

"Fully-integrated and self-contained," as used in the context of a Master Planned 
Resort (MPR) as also defined herein, refers to the completeness of development 
in which all aspects of a large-scale resort community has been considered and 
provided in order to address nearly all needs of its clientele, generally including .§. 

ma jority of the fol lowing~ed--te: cabins, condominiums, lodges, motels, 
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rental homes, and other short-term occupancy accommodations; 
accommodations adequate to house caretakers, groundskeepers, service 
personnel and others needed for the logistic operations of the resort community; 
indoor and outdoor recreation facilities such as golf courses, clubhouses, pro 
shops, spa facilities and undeveloped recreational areas; commercial facilities 
such as restaurants, barber shops, beauty salons, specialty shops, real estate 
and other professional offices, grocery stores, pet boarding and care facilities, 
and other services; open space areas such as lakes, wetlands, green belts, 
buffers, and wildlife preserves; facilities necessary for public safety such as fire 
and security stations, waste disposal, utilities (within the MPR), emergency 
medical facilities, and storage structures; transportation facilities; cultural 
community and entertainment facilities such as theaters, amphitheaters, 
galleries, arts and crafts centers, and interpretive centers. Power generation and 
certain community services may be provided onsite or contracted through other 
municipal service providers with demonstrated service capacity." 

Satellite bedroom. Concern was expressed by Planning Commissioners regarding the 
new standards proposed under 33.50.060. Specifically, Subsection 6 included vague 
language concerning what constitutes kitchen facilities. After discussing this matter with 
Building Division personnel, the following responsive edits are being proposed to 
address these concerns: 

6) To ensure the satellite bedroom remains separate and distinct from an 
accessory dwelling unit, the satellite bedroom shall not contain a kitchen or 
related kitchen facilities, including any improvements arranged for or conducive 
to the preparation or cooking of food, as demonstrated by inclusion off three or 
more of the following items: propane gas outlet, 220 AC electrical outlet, double 
sink, bar sink exceeding one square foot, hot water line to any bar 9f-sink, 
refrigerator exceeding 5 cubic feet or a place designed for accommodating a 
refrigerator exceeding 5 cubic feet, garbage disposal, dishwasher or spaced 
designed for a dishwasher, any device designed for cooking or heating of food, 
including a permanently-installed microwave oven, or total counter space 
exceeding 10 square feet. 

Revisions to Addendum 3, Appendix C. Additional research was devoted to the 
Racially Disparate Impacts analysis contained in Addendum 3, Appendix C. 
The original analysis anecdotally presumed that circumstances related to transient work 
force at the Port Angeles Coast Guard Station and OMC accounted for the differences 
in home owners verses renters. The data did not bare this out. The pivotal data shows 
disparity between rates of homeownership among white and non-white population 
segments. Without clear explanation of the discrepancies, the data suggests the 
presence of racially disparate impacts, displacement, or exclusion. The policy 
recommendations have been amended to address the issue. 

Also, the problem that was also discussed regarding the difference in estimated 
household incomes had to do with discrepancy between median household income, and 
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median family of 4 household income. As a commonly used metric, we have retained 
the median family of 4 household income in the Addendum for consistency. 

Proposed zoning changes in response to Commerce Letter. During the prior 
meeting, concern was expressed regarding proposed changes to the standards of the 
Zoning Code intended to address barriers to housing. Specifically, the changes 
provided in the 5/06/26 packet included measures intended to meet the County's 
obligation under the principle of Reasonable Accommodations per RCW 
36.70a.070(2)(d), and as recommended by the Department of Commerce in their 
4/13/26 Letter (Testimony #69). 

The following table distills the proposed changes into categories and provides a 
description of the potential changes in development character and intensity for each. 

Change Element Description and Effect 
Increase maximum residential The change is provided as an incentive to 
density for multi-family housing. increase development of multi-family dwellings 
Zones include: URH, VLD, LD. (3 or more units). In the URH and VLD zones, 

urban services are limited, which will 
substantially reduce the number of projects 
experienced. In the LD zone, the change from 
density is 9 to 15 DU's/acre. Although the 
change provides significant capacity on paper, 
costs related to building and energy code still act 
as a barrier to significant development potential. 
For these reasons, the anticipated change is 
expected to be modest. 

Increase maximum lot size for 
multi-family housing. Zones 
include: URH. 

The maximum lot size standard prevents lot 
sizes that do not meet urban density standards 
(min. 4 DU's/acre) for traditional single-family 
dwellings. However, they also act as a barrier for 
multi-family development. As long as multiple 
units are being created, the lot size should be 
allowed to increase to accommodate building, 
parking, landscaping, etc. As noted, the URH 
zone is limited by available urban services 
(except Clallam Bay/Sekiu). This will limit the 
significance of this change but still allow for 
some expanded opportunity for multi-family 
projects. 

Maximum lot size in zones where 
none currently exists. Zones 
include: LD, MD. 

Same as above, the maximum lot size is 
intended to provide efficiency in lot sizes to 
ensure urban densities are achieved in UGAs. 
This was specifically cited by Commerce as a 
potential barrier. The change will assist the 
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County in meeting its stated density objectives 
for each zone. 

Uniform language for setback 
standards in all urban zones. 

No change expected. New language captures 
what the Department already does. 

Allowance of zero lot-line setback This feature is not expected to be widely 
in all urban residential zones. implemented as it requires a covenant to 

address roof and exterior maintenance (all 
owners must agree). But it will help to facilitate 
townhouse style development, which is 
specifically identified under RCW 36.70A.070(2) 
as essential to increase housing affordability. 
Common walls and roofs help to reduce overall 
construction costs. Allowing them to be owned in 
fee increases economic status of the owners. It 
also makes more efficient use of available 
development space within UGAs. 

Suspension of TOR program for all As discussed, this will facilitate development at 
applicable zones. full densities within the Port Angeles and 

Sequim UGAs by removing this identified 
barrier. 

Increase in minimum residential 
density. Zones include: LD, MD, 
VLD/LD, MD, CR-II, CR-Ill, CN, 
CC. 

This affects the minimum density required for 
new subdivisions and ensures new development 
is concentrated at urban densities. The change 
varies depending on the availability of urban 
services (e.g. 4 to 5 DU's/acre for LD; 4 to 10 
DU's/acre for MD). The goal is to ensure target 
densities are being achieved in new subdivisions 
consistent with the underlying zone. 

Decrease side yard setbacks to 6- This will achieve more uniformity in urban 
feet for all urban residential zones. development consistent with standards adopted 

in the cities of Sequim and Port Angeles, and 
the Carlsberg UGA. 

Decrease minimum lot size. Zones 
include: S(R-11I), S(R-IV). 

This will allow greater flexibility for smaller lots to 
be created within the S(R-III) and S(R-IV) zones 
and improve opportunity for targeted densities to 
be achieved consistent with the underlying 
zones. 

In general, the above changes are intended to encourage development that meets the 
targeted densities and housing types intended by the underlying zones, as required 
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under the GMA. In short, the changes will not change the character of the underlying 
zone as much as it will (hopefully) facilitate development consistent with the intent of the 
underlying zone. Another thing to consider is that all these changes will occur only in 
urban residential zones located exclusively within designated Urban Growth Areas. No 
changes are proposed within the rural or resource areas of the County. 

Table 3.4, public testimony. Table 3.4 has been included in your packet. It contains 
testimony summary of policy recommendations for Testimony #57 through #81, which 
have yest to be discussed by the Planning Commission. The corresponding letters of 
testimony were provided in your May 6, 2026, packet but were not included in this 
packet. Completion of this review will complete the consideration of all public testimony 
before the Planning Commission on the CPU. 

Draft Findings Resolution. In anticipated of wrapping up discussions, I have included 
a copy of the revised Draft Findings for the CPU. This is a Draft Resolution for the 
Board's signature, but the findings will be cited by the Planning Commission as part of 
their recommendation to the Board, assuming that recommendation is for approval. 
Please be ready with any suggested edits for discussion if you feel they are in order. 

Other items. The following addresses other issues and concerns raised during the 
5/06/26 meeting: 

State regulations and other barriers. Addendum 1 to Appendix C was revised to discuss 
the barriers to housing created by current landlord/tenant regulations, Energy Code 
requirements, prevailing wage calculation processes, and limited water resources. 
These changes are provided under Other Barriers, towards the end of the Addendum 
(page 4-6), and discusses the roles these barriers play in reducing the County's ability 
to provide housing and economic opportunity. 

Follow-up on ditch tightlining project. Loper Bright Enterprises v. Raimondo (June 28, 
2024) overturned the Chevron Doctrine (Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Inc. (1984)). The Chevron Case afforded Federal agencies autonomy 
to interpret vague regulations and instructed courts to grant deference to the agency's 
"reasonable interpretation." Loper Bright removed that deference, instructing the courts 
they had the responsibility to interpret and apply regulations in their decision-making 
outside of the interpretations applied by the agencies. 

In the matter of the ditch tightlining project, there does not appear to be any matters 
currently before the courts that would implicate Loper Bright. For the decision to apply, 
there must be an ambiguous law, interpretation by an agency, and a court must then 
assert their required review and interpretation of the law. The Loper Bright decision 
does not automatically presume an interpretation of a state agency is erroneous but 
simply grants the courts the responsibility to not assume the interpretation is correct. 
There is no case currently before the courts on this matter, and therefore no bearing of 
Loper Bright currently. 
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Thank you all again for your dedication and hard work. If you have any questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at 360-417-2323 or at 
bruce.emery@clallamcountywa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~aid~ 
Bruce Emery, Director 
Clallam County DCD 
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CLALLAM COUNTY 
Department of Community Development 

County Courthouse 
223 E. 4th St., Suite 5 

Port Angeles, WA 98362-3015 
Phone: (360) 417-2323 

Fax: (360) 417-2443 
bruce.emery@clal lamcountywa.gov 

Memorandum 

Date: May 12, 2026 

To: Public 

From: Bruce Emery, Director of Community Development 

Re: Addendum 3, Housing Element Technical Analysis (Appendix C), Racially Disparate 
Impacts Analysis 

In accordance with RCW 36.70A.070(2)(e) & {f), the Growth Management Act (GMA) requires 
Clallam County to identify policies and regulations that result in racially disparate impacts, 
displacement, and exclusion (ROI); and implement policies and regulations to address and 
begin to undo racially disparate impacts, displacement, and exclusion in housing. This 
Addendum to Appendix C provides the results of the County's review of its Comprehensive Plan 
policies and development regulations in the context of racially disparate impacts, displacement 
and exclusion potential. 

Background. The Washington Department of Commerce compiled demographic data for 
Clallam County, dating back to 2020.1 Although this information is slightly different from that 
contained in the Land Capacity Analysis (Appendix 8) and the Housing Element Technical 
Analysis (Appendix C), it is useful for highlighting trends and providing RDI analysis. Based on 
this information, the following depicts the racial demographic profile of Clallam County as shown 
in Table 1, below: 

Table 1: Racial Demographic Profile of Clallam County 

2015 2020 5-Year 
Ethnicity Polulation Population Change 

Percent 
Change 

2020 % of 
total 

American Indian and Alaskan Native 3,198 3,580 382 

Asian 1,046 1,065 19 

Black or African American 612 708 96 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 4,119 5,147 1,028 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Islander 43 26 -17 

Other Race 154 114 -40 

Two or more races 2,564 3,003 439 

White 60,661 62,839 2,178 

Totals: 72,397 76.482 4.085 

11 .9% 

1.8% 

15.7% 

25.0% 

-39.5% 

-26.0% 

17.1% 

3.6% 

4.7% 

1.4% 

0.9% 

6.7% 

0.0% 

0.1% 

3.9% 

82.2% 

100% 

1 Washington Department of Commerce, Obtained October 16, 2025, from: 
https://www.ezview.wa.gov/site/alias_1976/38930/2025_periodic_updates.aspx 
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The information highlights that that Clallam County is not a widely demographically diverse 
region. However, growth in certain demographics, especially Hispanic or Latino, Black or African 
American, and American Indian and Alaskan Native, indicate that the demographic makeup is 
changing. With the exception of tribal members residing on tribal reservation land, there is 
generally no local or regionally identified areas fostering ethnically concentrated neighborhoods 
and the populations are generally intermixed and integrated throughout. This suggests that 
segregation is not evident in the communities across the County. The racial demographics 
between the County and its three Cities, with few exceptions, are generally consistent. One 
exception is the Hispanic or Latino ethnic group, which comprises around 19% of the population 
within the City of Forks, compared to 7% for the rest of the County. Although data specific to the 
unincorporated Forks Urban Growth area is not available, the Hispanic or Latino demographic 
within the City of Forks would suggest that a higher-than-County average also exists within the 
unincorporated UGA and vicinity. The population data is consistent with known economic trends 
related to the forest products industry. 

According to the US Census Bureau, the County currently has a population of 78,550 (adjusted 
for 2024 by OFM), and employment rate of 46.3%, a median household income of $90,400 
(family of 4), a total of 39,993 housing units with 35,453 total households, and a college 
education rate (bachelor's degree or greater) of 33.2%. It has an older population (65 years and 
older) of 33.8% compared to a state average of 17.3%. Approximately 9.7% of the County's 
population is considered within the poverty level. The median gross rent in Clallam County is 
estimated at $1 ,189 per month. 

When considering Housing affordability, one key metric is the number of households within their 
own home verses households within rental units. Rentals include a higher degree of risk of price 
change impacting the ability of certain households to remain housed. According to the 2020 
Commerce data, there were 32,953 households in Clallam County (less than OFM-adjusted 
2024 data, above), including 23,194 owner households and 9,759 renter households. Based on 
the Commerce data, the following Table 2 includes details on home ownership and rental data 
by ethnicity: 

Table 2. Home Ownership Households and Rental Households by Ethnicity 

Owner Percent Renter Percent 
Ethnicity Households Owner Households Renter 

American Indian or Alaskan 
Native 745 58% 535 42% 

Asian 185 47% 210 53% 

Black or African American 25 7% 340 93% 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 800 60% 540 40% 

Other Race 545 62% 330 38% 

Pacific Islander 4 50% 4 50% 

White 20,890 73% 7,800 27% 

Total: 23,194 9,759 



The information in Table 2 indicates trends that could be considered exclusionary. The White 
ethnic category represents just over 82% of the population, yet accounts for 90% of all 
household home ownership and 73% home ownership within its own category. In contrast, 
Black or African American represents just 0.9% of the population, and only accounts for 0.1% of 
overall home ownership, including only 7% within its own category. Aside from these two 
extremes, Hispanic or Latino households account for 6.7% of the County's population, and 3.5% 
of overall home ownership, and 60% home ownership within its own category. This data 
suggests the possible presence of racially disparate impacts. 

Clallam County is unique in its setting and economic history. The Country is largely 
geographically isolated from the rest of Western Washington due to the Puget Sound and the 
Olympic Mountains. Historically, the economy for Clallam County was driven by timber, 
agriculture and fishing industries. Although these industries have substantially curtailed in recent 
decades, identifiable new industries have not clearly taken their place. Coupled with the 
geographic setting, there has been little to attract new wage earners to the region and 
immigration has largely been fueled by retirees. Illustrating this, the median age in Clallam 
County is 53.2 compared to a State median age of 38.7.2 The result has been a slow 
progression towards increases in ethnic diversity. 

The lack of clear causation of racially disparate impacts does not mean that exclusion is not 
taking place. As a retirement destination, competition for limited housing stock is increased by 
individuals migrating to the region from other locations with more robust real estate markets. 
The sale of a comparable home in the Seattle/Tacoma area would net 60 to 70% more than the 
same dwelling within Clallam County, giving the prospective seller an advantage when it comes 
to purchasing in Clallam County's housing markets. In contrast, a local family of four wishing to 
purchase has to compete for housing in which the median house prices is presently $427,000. 
However, with a median household income within Clallam County of $90,400, a family of four 
would only be eligible to purchase a home of around $320,000, or $107,000 under the current 
median price. 

The obstacle this hypothetical "median-income family" faces is made substantially more 
challenging when we consider those household incomes that are below the median average. In 
most cases, renting is the only viable option but still suffers from a similar high demand market 
that artificially elevates the market price. To illustrate this impact, Figure 1 (below) shows the 
breakdown of renter households within the Extremely low (0 to 30% AMI), very low (30-50% 
AMI), Low (50-80% AMI) and moderate income (>80% AMI) households: 

2 Source: US Census Bureau, obtained May 11, 2026, from: 
https://data.census.gov/profile/Clallam_County,_Washington?g=0S0XX00US53009#populations-and­
people 

https://data.census.gov/profile/Clallam_County,_Washington?g=0S0XX00US53009#populations-and


















































































































Date: May 8, 2026 

To: Public 

CLALLAM COUNTY 
Department of Community Development 

County Courthouse 
223 E. 4th St., Suite 5 

Port Angeles, WA 98362-3015 
Phone: (360) 417-2323 

Fax: (360) 417-2443 
bruce. emery@clallamcountywa.gov 

Memorandum 

From: Bruce Emery, Director of Community Development 

Re: Addendum 1, Housing Element Technical Analysis (Appendic C), Response to Barriers 
to Housing Availability 

In accordance with RCW 36.70A.070(2)(ii), the Growth Management Act (GMA) requires 
Clallam County to document "programs and actions needed to achieve housing availability 
including gaps in local funding, barriers such as development regulations, and other limitations." 
The Housing Element Technical Analysis (Appendix C) identified several potential barriers to 
affordable housing, and prescribed actions that could be considered in response under Section 
6.3. To meet the County's obligation articulated under the GMA, the following provides a 
summary of how the County has responded to the barriers identified in Appendix C. 

Barrier Actions proposed to Actions implemented concurrent 
address barrier with the CPU 

Low maximum • Exploring alternatives to • Changes made to temporarily 
densities or low maxim TOR program and suspend TOR and expand 
FAR encoding higher density usable density in S(R-11), S(R-

standards into base Ill) and S(R-IV) zones. See 
zoning. CCC 33.07.010(10), 

• Since URH is considered 33.13.030(9), 33.13.050(7), 
to be a zone that allows 33.13.070, 33.19.030, and 
multi-family dwellings, the 33.19.050(2)(A) & (3). 
County should consider • See proposed Generalize 
development regulation Zoning and Land Use Map 
changes that allow higher change (Exhibit A) for area to 
max density in zones for be changed from URH to MD. 
multi-family dwellings. • Increased densities as bonus 

for multi-family developments 
(see 33.13.010, 33.13.030, and 
33.13.040). 

Large setback County should consider Definition of "Setback" (CCC 
requirements reduced front setbacks for 33.03.010(97)) includes: "the 

zones that allow multi-family distance ... between a lot line or the 
dwellings. center line of a street right-of-way 

and the foundation of a building ... " 
Although some zones show a front 
yard setback of "45-feet," this 



accounts for a presumed 30-feet of 
a standard 60-foot right-of-way. 
The functional setback from the 
property line is 15 feet, consistent 
with or less than city jurisdictions. 

Environmental County is proposing See proposed Generalize Zoning 
Constraints redesignation of all area and Land Use Map change (Exhibit 

currently zoned URH in A) for area to be changed from 
Clallam Bay/Sekiu to MD, URH to MD. 
increasing capacity on the 
208.3 acres of developable 
land not encumbered by 
critical areas. This will create 
plentiful capacity at much 
higher potential densities 
(and therefore lower income 
brackets) in a UGA with a 
shortage of low-rise 
multifamily capacity. 

Arbitrary limits on County is working on code Specific edits can be found under 
number of occupants changes as part of this plan CCC 33.03.010(49) "Household," 
(in conflict with RCW update that includes a more (86) "Permanent supportive 
35A.21.314) expansive definition of housing," (106) "Single-family 

household and corrects dwelling," and (118) "Transitional 
references in other definitions housing." Also, elimination of 
as appropriate. "Group homes" as treated 

differently than other residential 
developments (CCC 33.19.040(A) 
and CCC 33.20.040(A)). 

Gaps in local funding No additional funding streams Addendum 2 to the Housing 
anticipated. Element Technical Analysis 

(Exhibit C) concluded an annual 
shortfall of identified local public 
funding of $8,918,694 annually for 
funding subsidized housing needs 
in Clallam County. The State's 
Housing Trust Fund is identified as 
a primary source for obtaining 
grant funding for meeting 
subsidized housing needs. Other 
sources are periodically available 
and should be sought to meet this 
financial need. 

Must allow two ADUs County is working on code Changes have been made to 
on each lot in UGAs; changes that adopt updated Chapter 33.50 applicable to ADUs 
May not require owner consistent with RCW 36.70A.681. 
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to occupy the property, ADU requirements in tandem 
and may not prohibit with the periodic update. There are no functional alleyways 
sale as independent in unincorporated Clallam County 
unit, but may restrict that would trigger requirements 
the use of ADUs as under RCW 36.70A.681(1)(i). 
short term rentals; 
Must allow an ADU of Clallam County already allows the 
at least 1,000 SF; Must conversion of existing structures 
set parking through the building permit process 
requirements based on to convert existing structures into 
distance from transit habitable dwellings, including 
and lot size; may not ADUs. Lawfully established, 
charge more than 50% nonconforming setbacks do not 
of the impact fees limit this ability. 
charged for principal 
unit; must permit ADUs 
in structures detached 
from principal unit; may 
not restrict roof heights 
to less than 24 feet, 
unless that limitation 
applies to the principal 
unit; May not impose 
setback requirements, 
yard coverage limits, 
tree retention 
mandates, restrictions 
on entry door locations, 
aesthetic requirements, 
or requirements for 
design review for ADUs 
that are more 
restrictive than those 
for principal units; must 
allow detached ADUs 
to be sited at a lot line 
if the lot abuts a public 
alley, unless the city or 
county routinely plows 
snow on the public 
alley; must allow 
conversions from 
existing structures, 
even if they violate 
current code 
requirements for 
setbacks or lot 
coverage; and may not 
require public street 
improvements as a 
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condition of permitting 
ADUs. 

Unclear development Unclear how "satellite A new Section CCC 33.50.060, 
regulations bedroom" applies to ADUs. "Satellite bedrooms," has been 

County is working on code added to provide clarity and 
changes that adopt updated reasonable conditions on the 
ADU requirements in tandem inclusion of satellite bedrooms as 
with the periodic update. part of single-family development, 

including development parameters. 

Off-street parking County is working on code ADU standards proposed to be 
requirements changes that adopt updated amended in accordance with 

ADU requirements in tandem 36. 70A.681. Changes amending 
with the periodic update. 33.19.060(4)(a) & (c) and 

33.20.060(4)(a) & (c) to reduce 
parking space from 1.5 to one per 
unit for five-unit and greater 
developments, and eliminating 
parking area landscaping 
requirement except for 5 units and 
greater. 

Other issues identified: Reduces land use efficiency Established or increased maximum 
High or no maximum and fails to encourage multi- lot sizes in 33.13.040(6), 
lot sizes. family housing, which is 33.13.060(6). Also incentivized 

needed to address needs in multi-unit housing by allowing 
all income segments. expansion of maximum lot size and 

density over certain unit thresholds 
(see 33.13.010(4)&(5), 
33.13.030(4), 33.13.040(4) 

Other issues identified: Allows for conservation of Allowance of zero lot line setbacks 
Zero Lot Line developable space and cost (common wall/roof) (see 

savings through reduced 33.13.010(7)(b), 33.13.030(8)(b), 
costs per square foot of 33.13.040(7)(b), 33.13.050(6)(b), 
construction. 33.13.060(6)(b), 33.16.050(2)(A), 

33.20.050(2)(A). 

Other Barriers. The analysis performed under the Housing Element Technical Analysis 
(Appendix C) focused on policies and regulations contained in the County Code as well as local 
economic circumstances. However, there exists multiple circumstances that exist as a result of 
state and federal regulations and requirements that contribute substantially to the County's 
ability, or inability, to meet its housing needs. While there are additional barriers, the following 
includes some of the more significant barriers restricting the County's ability to provide housing 
affordable to all segments of the population: 

• Imbalances in tenant and landlord rights. The adoption of changes in RCW 59.18.650 
(2021) establish significantly increased timelines and required showings for the 
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processing of evictions by a landlord for the removal of tenant. While new legislation 
was adopted in part to address the difficulties many renters were experiencing during 
the COVID 19 Pandemic with maintaining employment and meeting rent obligations, the 
continuation of these requirements has had a significant impact on the availability of 
private-sector rental stock. Specifically, landlords have found it frustratingly difficult to 
evict a renter, and given the time involved, many have encountered substantial damage 
to their rental structures out of retribution for the eviction. 

As a result, many would-be landlords have converted their property to short-term rentals 
or have simply stopped renting their property and have kept them vacant. In 2004, the 
City of Port Angeles conducted an analysis to determine the extent of short-term rentals 
within City limits and their impact on housing availability. While over 200 STRs were 
discovered, an even grater rate of four to one vacant homes to STRs were realized. In 
considering the role of STRs in impacting rental housing availability, the data 
determined by the city suggests that home vacancies is a far greater problem, with the 
result being far fewer rental units available for housing. 

• Energy Code Requirements. The State Energy Code adopted pursuant to WAC 51-11C, 
establishes requirements concerning energy efficiency of new construction. The 
regulation has been updated every three years since 2012, under direction of the State 
Legislature, with the intent of achieving zero net loss by 2030. However, in the efforts to 
meet full energy efficiency, significant costs have been introduced as part of the 
requirements to new construction. As noted in their Report, Economic Development in 
Clallam County (2023), the Clallam County Economic Development council noted that 
housing construction costs have " ... increased by an average of $114,000 due to the 
Washington State Building Code Council energy mandate changes." 

While energy efficiency is a worthwhile and legitimate pursuit under the Building Code, 
the accelerated costs imposed under the regulation has to be carefully considered as a 
significant barrier to affordable housing. The Department of Commerce estimates that 
current development costs for new housing at $359,266 per unit in Clallam County. This 
means the energy efficiency component represents 32% of the development costs. 
State another way, if home development was still operating under the 2012 Code, the 
cost per unit would be $245,266, placing new home construction within reach of 
moderate-income households. 

• Prevailing wage requirement. The use of state or federal funds available for the 
construction of housing must be compliant with requirements for prevailing wage as 
established under RCW 39.12. Prevailing wage is calculated by the Department of 
Labor and Industries (L&I). The procedures adopted by L&I require the prevailing wage 
to be determined based on an average of wage data provided by union supported labor 
within the largest city within the county jurisdiction. In Clallam County, this involves 
projects that occur within the City of Port Angeles. 

With the absence of local union-supported employment, the data provided to L&I is 
typically from labor sources outside of the County (typically from 1-5 corridor 
jurisdictions. The result is wage data that is artificially elevated due to home economic 
conditions of the responding business and added costs for out-of-area wages. The 
result is that Clallam County suffers from higher prevailing wage levels than King 
County. This means that costs associated with grant-funded projects from local NGAs is 
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going to be much higher in Clallam County than other areas of the state, meaning less 
local benefit for each dollar spent. It further means that local companies are 
outcompeted due to their inability to meet prevailing wage criteria. The result is less 
housing projects and more barriers for Clallam County and its cities. 

• Water Resources. With the onset of the impacts of climate change, water resources 
have become front and center as a consideration for meeting future residential demand. 
Within the eastern portion of the WRIA 18 Watershed, the state adopted the Dungeness 
Water Rule under WAC 173-518. The regulation established the Dungeness Water 
Exchange, which requires a mitigation certificate and metered water intake, not to 
exceed 150 gallons per day, for new residences. The exchange, established in 2013, 
created an allocated reserve of 174,000 acre feet of water for new exempt well 
domestic uses. To date, over 34% of the original allocation has been used. 

As part of the rules established for the exchange, the Department of Ecology also 
determined that new commercial uses would not be issued a water mitigation certificate 
for new commercial uses. The requirements of the exchange and the limits to new 
exempt-well domestic uses will require the County to plan for and determine alternatives 
once the domestic reserve has been used. It should also be noted that the limits for 
water allocation does have an impact on economic development as new home 
enterprises and home-based industries in the Sequim-Dungeness Valley are restricted 
from receiving water mitigation certificates and approval to use exempt wells. 

Clallam County should work collaboratively with state and federal agencies to address these 
barriers. Documented experiences at the local level should be articulated to lawmakers so the 
unintended consequences of otherwise well-intended regulations and programs can be fully 
understood and needed adjustments made to address impacts. In the broader context of 
housing affordability and availability, these efforts will far outweigh changes in zoning or other 
local regulations in meeting future housing demand. 

The changes cited herein will help address identified barriers to affordable housing and meet 
the County's obligation articulated under RCW 36.70A.070(2)(ii). If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me at 360-417-2323 or by email at 
bruce.emery@clallamcountywa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~cetJf;~cr 
Bruce Emery, Director 
Clallam County DCD 
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Recommend amending 31.02.420(1)(d)(iv), as follows: 

(iv) A-oo~tei:-tra~oFtation moeel-te--forecast futuFe-FOae eefieteAsieEHifH:1--a 
tra-RSpO • • • e--mai-Rtai-Aee--for-4Ae-GotlRty-aAG-mt-J.A-iG~ 
jufisdictions to mOA-itef--§ffiwth ane forecast-f:)feaictiens and also become the basis fGf-a 
concurrency-maRa~em~t-system. (See CCC 31 .02.425 foF-tHSGtl66ion of fereeastffi§ 
metheaete§Y4Seek assistance from the Peninsula Regional Transportation Planning 
Organization to monitor the level of service and analyze impacts on level of service from 
any planned growth on the following segments and intersections identified by WSDOT 
as a planning priority for highways of statewide significance: 

• Blyn: US-101 and Sophus Road 
• Carlsborg: US-101 and Taylor Cutoff Road 
• US-101 and Old Olympic Highway, and 
• Port Angeles: US-101 and SR-112 immediately west of Port Angeles. 

The County will consult with WSDOT concerning WSDOT's setting of level of service 
standards for Highway 101 , a highway of statewide significance. 
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