. “Bupysirand jo ewih 3y v ’
12 UoRRULIOILL SISO SHABREAR 1590 SUeied dew siy) s Aew
$10U8 PUE SUDISSIL) "$9IN0S 0 lalea B woy pandwos sem gz.?ﬂ-ﬁmg“d
pue Auo sasodndsSogeLiiou) Joj pepusiy) 5| dew siy | JeWRrRpPSI]
40
: g AN
TL L D00 "ROUBLPID SEalY [@UD ANoD wejielD sy Aq pejeinBes (Uipim n_w
peRUINSS) Slaynd aARo#0sd PajepRCasE PUB ‘sB8iB URidpocy seel-00| 'sear =] v
piezey eplISPLE| 'SOIRCGIRIEM 'SPUE[IBM J0 LOIIED0! BlBLIXOIddE SBpMoU) -| W 4001 =
sduy 208 2] @ BRUSPISaY - UQ a
j1eL] AIBA0osIQ HOWKIS eee [BRUSpISSY - UON - ¥ 2 LAY woid
- swebold soedg lenuapissy von s§Myod )
= uadp ul pegontg sjpaed - 500 -38N ANYT 49 1094 N
| —
& L SUORENWI . 000'L 00 o V
{ejuawuoiaug wedyubls 77 000°6< J /
salepunog Buuoz maN — 666'v - 0002 3
N sauepunog Buuoz ] 66671 - 000'L O
sauepunog gyIWY 666°0-0050 2
“ seuepunog QXINY Paieieg 2 T8 66¥0-0
u S§3YNLy34 ¥3IHLO (s350V) 3ZIS 130dvd
Al WA 40
SR
Aol el 4393
AR 01X LAY tiodd
A A
LD 0N 2
[ ] A
E4
/
) ;

S

4

2002 'g 1snbny
“wawdojeaag Aunwwoed jo Kdag Aunos) wepe|s £q pasedaiy

1N0O-a31INg S00¢ ANV 3ZIS 133uvd

13NWIG/GNODLIHM
g-gpaweiydm dew




September 18, 2008

Claltam County

Department of Community Development f
County Courthouse
223 E. 4" St., Suite 5

Port Angeles, WA 98362-3015

To Whom It May Concern:

My wife and | are owners of parcel #1329331200000000 that is located on Flemarski
Road in Forks, Washington. We have lived in our home since 2000. The previous
owners were my wives grandparents Alvin and Mary E. Fletcher that built the house in
1972. If you look back in your records you will see that they owned a large number of
acres on and off of the Whitcomb Diimmel Road.

My wives grandparents also during the 1970’s to present own and operate the AlMar
Building in downtown Forks. In 1876, my wives grandparents buift a.shop on the
property that is now occupied by us. The main use for this building was for storage for

appliances, building materials and working on projects for the commercial building in
Forks.

So, with some history this is my concern. 1 am also a small commercial business owner
that | operate out of that same shop that was built in 1976. | run a heavy equipment
repair shop and do service work for log trucks, equipment and vehicles. | aiso run a
service truck out of this shop on a part-time basis. My concern is that with our land
zoned as Tourist Commercial | am able to operate a business. If the classification is
changed to RW5 [ would be grandfathered in. This idea concerns me for the fact that if |
were to loose my current employment | would be able to fall back on my small business.
However, if the zoning is changed to RWS | would not be able to expand my business
above its current size today.

t would also like you to be aware that in the last three years | needed to lend a helping
hand to my aging parents and establish a home for them on the back of my current
property. Now the rules within Clallam County are extensive and for a two bedroom
mobile home my wife and | had to put in a septic system that by the time we were
finished with the County requirements cost us over $20,000.00, Now when my parents
pass | may want to allow our only child to have a home on that site with this expensive
septic system. | would not want all my money to go to waste when my parents pass. The
rezoning may not allow us to replace their current home with another.

| am asking you to take into consideration your actions with the 2007 provisions of the
County’'s comprehensive plan and development regulations. | ask that you do not

change our land zone from Tourist Commercial to RWS we would like it to stay the way it
is. If you have questions or concerns please contact us at 360-374-2489.

Thank You, W o
Gond e o

Ronald and Heidi Anderson
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September 18, 2008 ~

Clallam County Department of Community Development,
Planning:Division

223 East Fourth Street, Suite 5,

Port Angeles, WA 98362

VIA E-MAIL

Members, Clallam County Planning Commission;

TerraPeinte Services (TS} is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Rayonier inc. acting as its
advisor on land sales and development. As Manager of Real Estate Development &
Sales for TSI | gave public testimony regarding Rayonier's property within the
Whitcomb/Dimmel LAMIRD (WPR #8) at the public hearing held September 17, 2008 in
Port Angeles. What follows is a written reference of my comments:

The Growth Management Hearings Board found portions of Clallam County's
Comprehensive Plan and. Zomng Code ‘noncompliant  with the Growth
Management Act. Atissue is the County s response to the order

We have concerns with fhe County's rezone proposa! of our property immediately
west of Hwy 101 fram the Forks Industrial Center, in the southwest corner.of the
Whitcomb/ Dimmel LAMIRD #8. The draft-zoning map proposes to rezone this
property within LAMIRD #8 from RW-1 to Commercial Forest. This represents a
change to current zoning that permits one dwelling unit per acre and a wide
variety of allowable land uses, to the extreme of Commercial Forest zoning which
would allow use only as for forestry operations with an 80-acre minimum lot slze,
99% of Rayonier's timberlands are zoned Commercial Forest as such and we
manage our lands within that limitation. We feel that this particular property is not
suitable for long-term commercial forestry property.

The Hearings Board contends in Finding #17 that there was no evidence of a
"built environment” in this westemn area of the Whitcomb/Dimmel LAMIRD #8 in
1990 (see the Final Decision and Order, WWGMHB page 41, lines 25 thru 28).
However, to assert that a property on the major regional highway and adjacent to
an Urban Growth Area and the Forks Industrial Center is not appropriate for
"Mare Intensive Development” appears to contradict logical land use pattems.



Rayonier's primary request is to remove the property from the WPR LAMRID 8
boundary. This would enable Rayonier to petition the city of Forks for the
property’'s inclusion in thelr Urban Growth Area allowing the property to be

developed in a manner that is most compatible with the surrounding
development.

If a revision of the LAMIRD boundary is not feasible, we ask that this property
receive a RW-5 zoning designation as proposed elsewhere in the LAMIRD. |t
does appear that the RW-5 zoning complies with the Hearing Board's ordar.

We appreciate your efforts in soliciting public comment and thank you in advance for
directing staff to review this request. ‘

Sincerely

Michael D. Macon
Manager of Real Estate Development & Sales



