
 

For other formats, contact the Clark County ADA Office: 564.397.2322 / 711 or 800.833.6388 / ADA@clark.wa.gov 

Page | 1 
 

 

 

 

Tuesday, April 14, 2026 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM 
Public Service Center, 1300 Franklin St, Vancouver, WA 98660 
In Training Room 679 and Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams 

 

Board Members: John Rafanelli, Janis VanWyhe, Jessica Barksdale, Jim Kautz, Russell 
Malburg, Jordan Hamann, Brandon Erickson  
 

Clark County Staff: Amy Arnold, Ross Hoover, David Stipe, Susan Baxter-Harwell, 
Denielle Cowley 
 

Ex-Officio Members: School District Liaisons:  Cale Piland (Evergreen)* 
        AJ Panter (Vancouver)* 
        Rachel Best (Camas)* 

    Parks Foundation:  Sean Janson* 
 

Guests and Others: None  
 

4:00 PM Call to Order and Introductions 
John called the meeting to order. Staff had technical difficulties with the sound in the room but 
were able to resolve it.  
 

4:04 PM Administrative Actions 
Time Action Item 

4:04 PM MOTION BY:   Jim Kautz                                 SECOND BY:  Jordan Hamann  

 MOTION: Motion to adopt Parks Advisory Board Meeting Minutes for:  
                             March 10, 2026 Meeting Minutes               

 DISCUSSION: None. The minutes have been approved.  
 IN FAVOR: Unanimous OPPOSED: None ABSTAINED: None 

 

4:04 PM Public Comment 
There are none. 
 

4:05 PM Manager’s Report 
David discussed various updates including that Curtin Creek Community Park’s soft opening was 
last week; that Lacamas Lake Regional Park’s parking lot is being restored; that Heritage Farm’s 
retaining wall is being replaced; that the VGSA (Vancouver Girls Softball Association) parking lot is 
being re-paved; that a consultant has been selected for the Facility Condition Assessment Plan; 
and updates regarding the ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) Transition Plan.  
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Ross discussed other updates including the staff reports for the April 21, 2026 council meeting 
which include a request for new capital projects for the Salmon Creek Greenway trail and the 
Daybreak Regional Park boat launch, and a request to enter a contract with Berger Partnership 
for design services at Orchards Community Park. Jordan, David, and Ross discussed whether 
Daybreak Regional Park and the Salmon Creek Greenway are eligible for federal FEMA (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency) funding.  
 

4:12 PM Unfinished Business  
There is none.  
 

4:12 PM New Business – Regional Parks Funding report for Council 
Recommendation – Ross Hoover 
Ross discussed a brief background of the Regional Parks Funding Task Team regarding when it 
was created and why and reviewed the summary of the team’s progress which included reviews of 
rising costs and population growth, analysis of how maintenance has suffered at various parks, and 
review of park operating expenditures per capita by city. John and Ross discussed how the median 
values were configured and John suggested comparing just the local and Washington state data.  
 
Ross also discussed the full-time employees (FTE) data per 10,000 residents in the county and 
cities, the timeline of anticipated population growth, and funding models that other regions have 
used which include a Metropolitan Parks District (MPD) funding structure and a Regional Levy. 
Ross discussed the existing MPD boundary in Clark County, indicated by the dashed purple line on 
page 9, Jordan, Ross, and Janis discussed examples of other cities that have done this and how the 
MPD board is governed.  
 
Ross discussed the two recommended actions, that this topic will be presented to the Clark 
County Councilors at a work session on May 20, 2026, and what conducting market research 
entails. Jessica and Ross discussed if there are inter-county connections that share districts and/or 
resources; Jordan and Ross discussed the number of times market research is needed and why we 
are using it; Brandon and Ross discussed the type of information we are hoping to gather; John 
and Ross discussed how the MPD boundary would change; Janis, John, Jordan and Ross discussed 
a possible third alternative regarding the GCPD (Greater Clark Parks District) expansion and 
listing that as an option; Janis, Ross, Jordan, and Jim discussed how the expansion of the GCPD 
would operate; John and Ross discussed what thoughts the other cities have about these options 
and how it would affect their funding mechanisms; Brandon, Jordan, David and Ross discussed the 
governance board structure for expanding the parks district; and Russell and Ross discussed how 
the changes will impact county staff time and its infrastructure.  
 
Ross also discussed how an Interlocal Agreement (ILA) would be developed and he and Advisory 
Board members discussed various other topics including a question from Jordan about formatting 
on pages 7 and 8; a question from Janis about seeing another draft before it’s presented to 
Council;  a question from Brandon about the timing for voter approval and a preferred schedule; 
comments from Janis to list clear intentions of what’s needed and what’s at risk; comments from 
Brandon that the way the message is delivered to the community about this is important; a 
question from John whether there’s a draft ILA they can view; a question from Jordan about the 
timeline and funding for a new regional infrastructure; and a question from Russell about how 
funding will be distributed to other cities.  
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Ross encouraged Advisory Board members to send any other thoughts and comments to him 
about this topic.  
 

Time Action Item 

5:09 PM MOTION BY:  Jordan Hamann                             SECOND BY:  John Rafanelli  
 MOTION: Motion to “table” the recommendation to move the Regional Parks 

Funding report forward to Council for their recommendation until the next 
meeting in May 2026. 

 DISCUSSION: Advisory Board members would like to see a final draft and 
decide whether to recommend this to Council at the next meeting in May 
2026. 

 IN FAVOR: Unanimous OPPOSED: None ABSTAINED: None 
 

5:10 PM New Business – Picnic shelter rentals for 2027, time expansion, and 
onboarding for temporary staff; and New Rates for picnic shelters – full day price Ross 
Hoover 
Ross discussed a brief overview of this and the plan to bring a full set of recommendations with 
rate adjustments for the upcoming year back to the Advisory Board for review prior to the 
meeting with Council for adoption. John and Ross discussed issues that may arise and solutions for 
aiding maintenance staff in clean-up.  
 

5:14 PM New Business – PAB Guidance/Goals for end of 2026 – Ross Hoover 
Ross discussed the purpose of the Advisory Board, why it exists, and how it benefits the 
community, asking each member why they are volunteering their time, while David took notes of 
Guidance and Goals. Each Advisory Board member shared information about themselves and Ross 
discussed continuing this topic in future meetings to ensure the work being done is beneficial to 
them and the community members.  

 

5:31 PM Roundtable Discussion 
Jordan discussed that at the next meeting in May he will have a representative from the RTC 
(Regional Transportation Council) present and share information on the Regional Active 
Transportation network that they are putting together.  
 
Jim discussed that he had a short meeting with Dave Zilavy, the Chair of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), and John van der Burgh, the Vice Chair of the BPAC, and 
they are very interested in our regional trail system. Jordan, Jim, Ross, and David discussed 
inviting them to future meetings regarding this topic.  
 
Janis discussed the benefits of adding in a rails-to-trail corridor on the Chelatchie Railroad tracks 
and how it could benefit the community.  
 
Brandon discussed a Charter Review Commission amendment being considered that would affect 
how boards like this one are being informed and asked for feedback from the Advisory Board 
members.  
 

5:45 PM Adjourn 
 

Respectfully submitted, Amy Arnold  
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• Summary of needs

• Benchmarking

• Model comparison

• Recommended actions

Summary of Task Team Progress
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Summary of Needs – Clark County
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• Clark County parks system is not meeting its existing needs due to 

a lack of available funding, rising costs, and rapid population 

growth.

• For the past 5 years, the County has had to use reserve funds just 

to cover the basic services at our Regional Parks. ​
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Summary of Needs – Clark County

4/8/2026 4

• With an already lean staff, 

there are no longer ways to 

cut costs.

• Park up-keep has suffered. 

• Maintenance has been 

deferred. 

0.69

3.6

8.6

FTE per 10,000 residents compared to 
national median

Clark County 500,000 or More All Agencies

33% of daily tasks 

assigned are not 

being completed



Benchmarking – All regional providers
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Each park system compared their metrics to the national median for communities of 

their size. Park system data are plotted in orange and the gap to meet the national 

median is plotted in navy blue.

All park systems are 
below the national 
median for operating 
expenditures of 
similar populations. 

Parks Operating Expenditures Per Capita

$51.73 $94.27 $112.38 $112.38 $139.87 $139.87 $139.87Median values:



Benchmarking – All regional providers

4/8/2026 6

Each park system compared their metrics to the national median for communities of 

their size. Park system data are plotted in orange and the gap to meet the national 

median is plotted in navy blue.

All park systems are 
below the national 
median for full time 
employees (FTE) per 
10,000. 

3.6 8.2 9.6 9.6 13.7 13.7 13.7Median values:

Full Time Employees per 10,000 residents



Future Needs
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• County expected to grow 

34% over the next 20 

years

• Park agencies need to 

plan for continued 

expansion and upgrades 

to aging infrastructure 



Funding Models
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Metropolitan Parks District - 

funding structure 
Regional Levy (county-wide) 

Requires voter-designated boundary   

Funds cannot leave district   

Permanent levy  Voter renewal required 

Board/Council oversight   

Potential for shared revenue   

Potential for shared resources    

Funds can be used for operations (both 
parks and recreational services) and 
capital 

  

 



Existing MPD: Greater Clark Park District
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• Conducting market research to provide the data, feasibility 

evaluation, and preparator work needed for County Council to 

make a decision on a potential future ballot measure. 

• Developing a framework for revenue sharing by directing 

county staff to continue to work with city representatives so 

that city park providers can also benefit from a potential 

revenue source dedicated to parks. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS
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What is it?​

• An external agency that provides polling information on potential 
ballot measures​

• Collects statistically valid survey data from County-wide population​

What will it provide?​

• Feasibility​

• Price sensitivity​

• Community values and motivations​

• Strategic timing​

• Accountability benchmarking and baseline data for future evaluations of 
levy success​

• Other preparatory work to establish a ballot measure

Market Research
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Interlocal agreements with participating cities to share some of 

the revenue if a ballot measure is approved

Revenue sharing model development includes:

• Mechanics​

• Calculation​

• Clarification of intended use of funds​

• Articulating autonomy within a shared purpose​

• Specific mutual investment (regional parks, regional trails)​

• Synchronization with City goals from County investment​

• County commitments to cities​

Interlocal Agreement (ILA) Development

12



PAB Guidance and Goals 

1. Why are you all here? 
a. Review plans, policies, etc. to ensure the issue at hand meets the goals and 

objectives set by the division. 
b. Insights on issues and directions from a constituent’s perspective. 
c. Represent different user groups in policy and plan development. 
d. Improve public outreach efforts as a conduit between users and staff. 
e. Inform policy, budget, funding, etc. through participation in public dialogue. 
f. Provide perspective on issues from outside the staff box. 
g. Collaborate as a group to provide varied perspectives. 
h. Commitment to the community in which you live. 
i. Public service desire. 
j. Share personal expertise at the community level. 
k. Personal growth on public process, government practices, etc. 

2. What role do you want to play in the future?  
3. How do you feel about the current level of influence, time commitment, etc.? 
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