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Vision
Clark County Parks & Recreation strengthens a high quality of life for the entire community.

Mission
Meeting community needs by providing an interconnected system of parks, trails, recreation
facilities and natural areas that support environmental stewardship, diverse recreational
opportunities and economic development.

iv

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan is a dynamic
document that embraces expansion and implementation to meet
changing community needs and technologies - capitalizing on
opportunities and supporting a high quality parks, recreation and
trails system. The PROS Plan was unanimously adopted by the Board
of Clark County Councilors on September 22, 2015.
The PROS Plan provides direction for the future priorities of the
park system over the next two decades, qualifies the county park
system for eligibility for state and federal grant resources, fulfills the
requirements for a parks element within the county comprehensive
plan as part of the State of Washington Growth Management Act
(GMA) and reflects the guidance from the Parks Advisory Board
related to the recreational needs and priorities of the community.

Planning Process
The Clark County Parks Advisory Board (PAB), established in
the fall of 2014, guided the planning process for this PROS Plan
from the development of the vision, mission and goals to the
recommendations, capital facilities plan and other implementation
tools. Community outreach was conducted to ensure a broad,
effective and legally-defensible public involvement process, which
was integral to the development of this Plan. The planning process
also included an assessment of local and statewide recreational trends
as a means to examine park and outdoor recreation user patterns and
future demand for amenities and facilities.

Current Inventory
Clark County provides regional parks, special facilities, regional
trails, greenways and natural areas throughout the county, along with
neighborhood and community parks and sports fields in or near the
urban unincorporated area (Vancouver growth area). Vancouver and
the other cities within the county are responsible for provision of
parks and recreation facilities within their city limits. This PROS
Plan reflects only county-owned, and applicable school district or
other provider, properties.
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Figure E1: Summary of County-Owned Park Acreage

Park Type

Owned (ac.) Developed (ac.)

Neighborhood

194.6

125.7

Community

335.2

150.0

UrbanNaturalArea
RegionalPark
TOTAL

236.4

0.0

2,603.5

361.1

3,369.7

636.7

Since 2006, the urban unincorporated area has gained significant urban parkland acreage and
development. The establishment of the voter-supported Greater Clark Parks District (GCPD)
provides operation and maintenance funding that has supported the provision of 27 new
neighborhood parks, 3 community parks and numerous sports fields, including the Luke Jensen Sports
Park. Nearly 300 acres of land was secured or developed as public parkland or improved as recreational
fields between 2006 and 2014.
Despite the significant progress made, the county park system has not yet reached its adopted target
for acreage and developed public park lands based on population standards. Current performance
for urban neighborhood parks is 67.5% towards reaching the acquisition standard and 42.9%
towards the developed park standard. For urban community parks, the performance level is 76.6% to
acquisition standard and 44.7% to development standard. Combining all PIF Districts in the urban
unincorporated area, the performance for urban natural lands exceeds the standard 169%. Regional
parks, with their 10 acres/1,000 population standard have reached 59.8% of the acquisition standard
and 46.15 of the development standard. Clearly, as the county population grows more parks are
needed to provide for outdoor recreation opportunities.

Recommendations
Clark County residents recognize the many benefits of parks, trails and recreation facilities that have
been built upon the county’s long-standing tradition of providing parks and conserving open spaces.
Parks, trails and recreation facilities support healthy lifestyles, protect ecosystem services, enhance
economic activities and sustain a strong sense of community. The Clark County Parks Division plays a
critical role in leading the community into the future through its adopted vision and mission.
Vision
Clark County Parks & Recreation strengthens a high quality of life for the entire community.
Mission
Meeting community needs by providing an interconnected system of parks, trails, recreation facilities,
and natural areas that support environmental stewardship, diverse recreational opportunities and
economic development.
To achieve this vision, the PROS Plan includes a set of goals based on both the technical assessment
and public engagement directing the future of the park system.
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■

■

■

■

■
■
■
■
■
■

Forge strong public, private and non-profit partnerships that serve to leverage the capacity of the
County and all its resources and opportunities with the extent of its user groups, park advocates and
supporting organizations.
Promote the Clark County parks system as an essential contribution to the quality of life in the entire
community and as an outdoor recreation and tourism destination by effectively marketing the county’s
parks, trails, special facilities, open spaces and natural resources.
Embrace a balanced strategy for achieving a comprehensive parks system by continuing to build the
county system of parks, trails, recreation facilities and open space through focused acquisition, timely
development and the leveraging existing resources.
Ensuring equity and access to parks, trails and facilities for a healthy community recognizes that the
community of park, trail and outdoor recreation users includes all members regardless of interest, age or
ability and seeks to connect people to nature and outdoor experiences without barriers.
Provide recreational opportunities for the entire community by creating an interconnected system of
parks, trails, recreation facilities and open spaces that offer a variety of outdoor recreation choices.
Be responsible, effective stewards of public lands and finances: managing the environmental and
economic resources are both important for the future of the park system.
Preserve Clark County’s historic and cultural heritage in its older parks interpret the heritage as
contributing to a sense of place in the community.
Maintain and enhance parks and recreation facilities through best practices, innovation and leveraging
of existing and new resources.
Serve the community as a dynamic, effective organization through parks division training and
development and the enrichment of the Parks Advisory Board member leadership.
Seek adequate funding to meet community needs for developing the desired public park, recreation and
open space system through a variety of financial resources.

Implementation
The implementation of this PROS Plan will require the commitment of resources that go beyond
existing dedicated funding for parks. The plan recommends a number of higher priority projects to
aggressively pursue within next six years and additional desired projects to be achieved within the
coming 20 years.
The capital facilities plan (CFP) identifies the 6-year projects with their estimated costs and associated
funding sources. Across the Vancouver urban unincorporated area, the 6-year CFP identifies 71
significant projects totaling over $38 million. In the regional park system, the 6-year CFP identifies
five regional parkland acquisitions and six park developments totaling $79 million with a number of
improvements within existing parks to enhance operations, user experiences, asset management and
public safety.
Through both the 6-year and 20-year CFP, the plan has identified a significant breadth of new
projects, improvements and programming that exceed the capacity of existing resources. The plan also
provides a variety of potential funding tools to consider as options for leveraging local fiscal resources
in the implementation of capital projects.
Expanding Partnerships
Working collaboratively with multiple partners to leverage funding and volunteer resources will be
a core foundation to advance the implementation of many of the proposed projects. The County
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Parks Division currently relies upon many outside partners for its park operations, and existing
partnerships have contributed to the success of the county parks system. For example, partnership
agreements with local sport leagues provide for facility oversight and recreational programming
at special facility sites, such as the Harmony Sports Complex and Luke Jensen Sports Complex.
However, partnerships, like many relationships, require time to develop and establish the mutual
values that keep the partners at the table, leverage resources and lead to success. The Parks Division
staffing will need to grow to allow for the capacity to capture stronger partnerships.
Strengthening Volunteers
Volunteers provide significant contributions to the county park system through a wide range
of projects including park clean-up, tree planting, invasive species removal, trail building and
sports field maintenance, and volunteers contributed over 15,000 hours of service in 2014 alone.
Expanding upon its Adopt-a-Park program, Park Hero program and parks host program, the
county will need to seek , foster and support additional volunteers to provide operational assistance
across the parks system.
Enhancing Communications & Outreach
Many of the Plan recommendations will require the execution of effective communications and
outreach. Forging strong partnerships will require effective communications and outreach to
potential partners who can help the county to leverage park and recreation project implementation
and program operation. Promoting the county’s park system will require broader marketing and
outreach that entails a combination of better signage, more public news coverage, enhanced
wayfinding, printed maps and user information, in addition to enhanced social media and online
platforms. The county will need to promote its facilities and new improvements to improve public
information about the variety of recreational opportunities available.
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PLAN OVERVIEW
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“Keep Clark County natural/green
space rather than promote sprawl.”
- Community member comment
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PLAN OVERVIEW
Purpose of Plan
The Clark County Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan creates a vision for an innovative,
inclusive, and interconnected system of parks, trails and open spaces that promotes outdoor recreation,
health and environmental conservation as integral elements of a livable community. The parks plan is
a blueprint for guiding future actions and decisions to enable the county park system to strengthen a
high quality of life for the entire community.
The 2015 update of the PROS plan considers the park and recreation needs of residents county wide,
while recognizing that the individual cities will each address the park and recreation needs within
their incorporated municipal boundaries. The county currently provides a regional system of parks,
trails, recreation facilities and conservation lands, along with a significant urban system of park, trail
and recreation facilities within the Vancouver Urban Growth Area (VUGA) that includes the Greater
Clark Parks District.
This Plan establishes specific goals, objectives, recommendations and actions for developing,
conserving and maintaining high-quality parks, trails, facilities and open spaces across the county.
Strategies for the implementation of capital and non-capital projects are recommended to benefit the
community based on identified needs, demands and in response to the public involvement process. The
2015 PROS Plan provides updated inventories, demographic conditions, growth projections, needs
analysis, revenue forecasts and capital project phasing.

Process Overview
The formation of the Clark County Parks Advisory Board in the summer of 2014 activated the
planning process for the PROS Plan update. This update is required every six years to maintain
eligibility for grants administered by the Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office
(RCO). RCO requires jurisdictional applicants to have a current plan as a criterion for grant
applications. This Plan is intended to comply with all RCO requirements.
The Plan is also designated to meet the requirements of the State of Washington Growth
Management Act (GMA), which is codified as Chapter 36.70A Revised Code of Washington. GMA
requires counties to:
■
■
■
■

Designate the general location and extent of land uses including recreation and open space lands;
Identify lands useful for recreation, including wildlife habitat, trails and connection of critical areas;
Estimate park and recreation demand for at least a 10-year period;
Develop a capital facilities (CFP) identifying funds necessary to implement the plan for at least a sixyear period.

The GMA also requires an evaluation of intergovernmental coordination opportunities for meeting
the parks and recreational demand of the community (RCW 36.70a.070(8)).



The PROS Plan is a reflection of the community’s needs and interests in park and recreational
facilities, and the planning process encouraged and enabled public engagement in the choices,
priorities and future direction of the county’s park system. The PROS Plan project team conducted a
variety of public outreach activities to solicit feedback and comments in concert with the refinement
of the park system inventory, level of service performance and the current and future needs assessment.
An overview of the planning timeline is depicted below.
Figure 1. PROS Plan Process Diagram

BOCC: Board of County Councilors

The county park system, including both regional and urban area facilities, were inventoried during the
summer of 2014. Between 1997 and 2013, the county park system was jointly planned and managed
with the City of Vancouver via an interlocal agreement, which was not renewed in 2013. The inventory
review aimed to clarify the separation from the former Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation
Department administration and identified the resources under the jurisdiction of Clark County. This
became the basis for determining the level of service for park lands and developed facilities. A needs
analysis was conducted for both regional and urban parks to assess current demands and project
the demand for future park acreage as the population grows in the county and within the VUGA.
Community needs were also gathered through a series of public outreach and involvement efforts,
including on-line surveys, open houses, stakeholder meetings, website comment access and Parks
Advisory Board (PAB) meetings. Through these activities, the PAB articulated the vision, mission
and goals of the park system and prioritized the recommendations of this Plan. To implement the
planning goals, a capital facilities plan was prepared with a set of strategies to accomplish the park
system mission through policies, practices and projects with identified costs and potential funding
sources. The Plan will become part of the county’s Comprehensive Plan and guide park and recreation
service delivery for the next 6 - 20 years.
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Report Organization
The remainder of the PROS Plan is organized as follows:
Chapter 2: Introduction describes the county park system planning area, including physical and
demographic characteristics.
Chapter 3: Planning Framework reviews the guiding documents that have established the policies
and foundations for the county park system. The determination of community demands for parks
and recreation facilities was directed by the Parks Advisory Board members and a series of public
engagement opportunities including a review of emerging recreation trends. The Vision, Mission
and Goals were also articulated to set priorities for future implementation.
Chapter 4 - 6: Parks, Sports & Recreation, Trails details the existing inventory, classifications and
standards for the urban and regional park system. Level of service performance, needs assessment
and projected future needs are also evaluated.
Chapter 7: Public Demand reviews public comments from multiple outreach methods and
summarizes core interests of the community.
Chapter 8: Recommendations describes the direction for future acquisitions, development and
improvements for the infrastructure of park, trail and recreation facilities as well as the actions and
steps to leverage and enhance the available resources for achieving the objectives for the county
park system.
Chapter 9: Implementation describes the capital and non-capital projects that are the highest
priorities for implementation in the next six years. Financial sources, funding strategies and
projected needs for operations and maintenance are also identified.
Appendices:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■



Capital Facility Plan: 6 and 20 year
Inventory & Maps: Urban and Regional Parks
Community Survey Summary Report
Open House Comments
Stakeholder Session Notes
Park Impact Fee Program Methodology Documentation
20-Year Conservation Futures Priorities

2

INTRODUCTION

“I would like to see more neighborhood parks within
walking, biking distance from houses. Small parks
with playground equipment and short walking trails.”
- Community member comment
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INTRODUCTION
Planning Area
Clark County is located in southwest Washington, approximately 100 miles east of the Pacific Ocean.
The county is bordered on the south and west by the Columbia River, on the north by the Lewis
River, and on the east by the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. In terms of political jurisdictions,
the county is bordered on the south and west by the state of Oregon, on the north by Cowlitz County,
and on the east by Skamania County. The county is located across the Columbia River from the city
of Portland, Oregon, and according to the U.S. Census, Clark County is included in the Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area for the greater Portland metropolitan region.
Clark County lies in a geographic basin known as the Willamette-Puget Trough, which is formed
by the Cascade Mountains and Coast Range. The county includes over 41 miles of shoreline on
the Columbia River, and the land area covers 629 square miles, which is characterized by four
topographic zones. Low-lying bottomlands extend along the Columbia River. A series of alluvial
plains and terraces extend north and northeast from the Columbia River bottomlands. These plains
and terraces transition into uplands which range in width from two to seven miles and in many places
are separated from the plains and terraces by an escarpment of from 100 to 200 feet. The east and
northeast portions of the county consist of the foothills of the Cascade Mountain Range.
Figure 2. Location of Clark County within Washington State

Clark County and the southwest Washington region provide a rich diversity of natural features and
recreation, historic and cultural opportunities. Clark County lies within close proximity to the Pacific
Ocean and Cascade Mountains, including the major peaks of Mount St. Helens, Mount Adams
and Mount Hood. The county encompasses a variety of local, state and federal wildlife refuges and
conservation and greenway systems, including the Ridgefield and Steigerwald Lake National Wildlife
Refuges on the Columbia River. Historic sites of regional and national importance include Fort
Vancouver and Officers Row, located near downtown Vancouver.



The county also includes a variety of regional parks, trails and special facilities that serve a countywide population. This Plan examines the existing system of regional parks and open space facilities and
evaluates the need for additional lands, facilities, and services to meet current and future needs of the
county’s rapidly growing population.
Urban development is most extensive in the plains and terraces that extend along the Columbia
River in the south section of the county and along the Interstate 5 corridor. Cities in this area include
Vancouver (the county’s largest city), Camas, Washougal, La Center, Ridgefield, Woodland (a portion
of which is also in Cowlitz County), Battle Ground and Yacolt. Rural residential and agricultural
lands extend north and east from the Vancouver urban growth area to the slopes of the Cascade
Mountain range.
Most new development in Clark County is expected to occur inside the city of Vancouver’s Urban
Growth Area (VUGA) and the other cities’ urban growth areas. To facilitate park system planning,
the Vancouver and County jointly segmented the VUGA into ten separate park impact fee districts in
the early 1990s. Three of these districts fall completely within Vancouver city limits, four districts fall
completely outside the city limits in the unincorporated (county-administered) area, and three districts
cross jurisdictional boundaries. These park impact fee districts provide the planning framework for
Park Impact Fee (PIF) assessments, and they are sometimes referred to as PIF Districts. At the end
of 2013, the city and county chose not to renew their interlocal agreement that provided for joint
management of the PIF program. With the challenges of sharing divided districts, the county and
city are now considering the realignment of boundaries to simplify their respective park impact fee
program administration.
Park impact fees were adopted in the 1990s for the acquisition and development of community and
neighborhood parks and for the acquisition of urban open space, both inside the city of Vancouver
and its urban unincorporated area. For previously existing park development deficits that could not
be funded by impact fees, the county and city adopted and dedicated a one-quarter percent real estate
excise tax to urban (VUGA) parks for six years. Under these funding programs, over 65 park sites have
been acquired, and 16 community and neighborhood parks have been developed.
Early in 2005, the residents of the urban unincorporated area of Clark County approved the creation
of the Greater Clark Parks District, a metropolitan park district intended to fund the maintenance
for the development of 35 parks, seven miles of new trail alignments and a number of sports fields
via a permanent property tax levy. Since 2005, the County has developed 28 neighborhood and
community parks and 26 new sports fields. After an initial, intensive park development effort, the
economic downturn, and specifically the depressed housing market, significantly reduced the amount
of park impact fees and real estate excise taxes (REET) collected in Clark County. From 2006 to
2010, REET revenue dropped by 70 percent. The reduced revenues forced a postponement of new
park development to a time when the local economy and housing market have fully recovered. The
county proceeded with the construction of two neighborhood parks in 2014, but development plans
for the promised remaining parks (8), sports fields (15) and local trail alignments remain on hold until
adequate funding is available.
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Greater Clark Parks District

Figure
April
20153. Greater Clark Parks District - Completed & Pending Projects
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Bosco Farm Neighborhood Park
Cherry Neighborhood Park
Chinook Neighborhood Park
Covington Neighborhood Park
Sgt. Brad Crawford Neighborhood Park
Dogwood Neighborhood Park
Eisenhower School Neighborhood Park
Fairgrounds Community Park
Jack Z. Fazio Neighborhood Park
Douglas Carter Fisher Neighborhood Park
Greyhawk Neighborhood Park
Harmony Ridge Neighborhood Park
Hockinson Meadows Community Park
Jorgenson Woods Neighborhood Park
Kate and Clarence LaLonde Neighborhood Park
Little Prairie Neighborhood Park
Luke Jensen Sports Park
Oak Grove Neighborhood Park
Orchards Highlands Neighborhood Park
Pacific Community Park
Raspberry Fields Neighborhood Park
Road’s End Neighborhood Park
Sifton Neighborhood Park
Tenny Creek Neighborhood Park
Tiger Tree Neighborhood Park
Vandervort Neighborhood Park
Vista Meadows Neighborhood Park
Walnut Grove Neighborhood Park

Delayed
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Curtin Creek Community Park
Kelley Meadows Neighborhood Park
Kozy Kamp Neighborhood Park
Otto Brown Neighborhood Park
Pleasant Valley Community Park
Salmon Creek Community Club Neighborhood Park
Sorenson Neighborhood Park
Tower Crest Neighborhood Park

PLUS The remaining sports fields and trail acquisition

Demographics
Population
Clark County is one of the fastest growing and most heavily populated counties in Washington State.
The county’s estimated population for 2035 is 562,207, which represents about 897 persons per
square mile. Between 1970 and 2000, the county’s population more than doubled from 128,454 to
345,238. In 1980, the county’s population of 186,600 represented 4.6% of the statewide total. In 2000,
the county’s population of 345,238 represented 5.8% of the state total. Overall, Clark County is the
fifth most populace county in the state of Washington, with a current (April 1, 2015) population of
451,820.
There are eight incorporated towns and cities within the county. The largest is Vancouver, with an
in-city population in 2010 of 162,387. The city is also surrounded by a large unincorporated urban
area. In 2010, the population of Vancouver and its urban growth area was 365,213. This population
is concentrated in the southwest section of the county adjacent to the Columbia River and the
Vancouver Lake Lowlands. The other cities and town in the county are Camas, Washougal, Ridgefield,
Battle Ground, La Center, Yacolt and part of Woodland, which overlaps Clark and Cowlitz counties.
The total 2010 population of these other towns and cities was 60,150. (This number, in the case of
Woodland, includes only that portion of the city lying in Clark County.)
Population projections for Clark County indicate continued steady growth over the next 20 years.
The Washington State Office of Financial Management and Clark County estimate that the county’s
population in 2035 will be 562,200.
	



Population estimates are provided by the Washington State Office of Financial Management.

Age Distribution
The changing age breakdown of the county’s population impacts the type of facilities that are used
and needed within the county. Since 2000 the county has experienced an aging of the population.
The share of the population 45 years of age and older has increased, while the share of the population
under 45 years has decreased. This trend is expected to continue through 2030. The largest amount of
growth occurred among those 45-64 years of age, while the population of children under 18 also grew
as a whole, but decreased as a share of the overall population.

Economic Character
Clark County’s economy has been growing steadily as the county’s population has continued to
grow at a fast pace. The labor force has been on a rise and forecasted to reach 91,200 for the 20year period ending 2035. Unemployment rates have consistently hovered around six to ten percent
for the past eight years. The economy of the county continues to diversify. Historically, the county
depended heavily on resource-based industries such as agriculture, timber, and mining. After 1950,
however, heavy manufacturing and then high-tech industries became important components of
the county’s economy. Factors that contribute to Clark County’s economic growth include highquality transportation services and facilities. Clark County and the Vancouver-Portland metropolitan
area provide a number of transportation facilities that help make Clark County a regional hub for
commerce. Commercial river traffic utilizes the Columbia River, and the Port of Vancouver provides
facilities for deep-draft ocean-going vessels. North-south and east-west transcontinental railroad lines
serve Clark County. Interstate 5, Interstate 205, and State Highway 14 provide major freeway access.
The Portland International Airport is located immediately south of the Columbia River, and provides
national and international airline service for both passengers and freight.
In terms of educational services, the development of a full service Washington State University
Campus in Vancouver has enhanced the availability of higher education in southwest Washington.
WSU-Vancouver is the primary provider of baccalaureate and graduate college education. Clark
College, located near downtown Vancouver, continues to provide high quality education within
the community college system and provides a variety of educational services for the larger county
community.

Land Use & Density
Clark County is the second most densely populated county in Washington, with 718 persons per
square mile. Population density and growth are rapidly changing the character and land use patterns
of several areas within the county. Some areas that were once characterized by small communities,
productive farmland, and harvestable and protected forests are now facing unprecedented
development. The county is a place where more people are moving into unincorporated urban and
rural areas and are in need of recreation facilities and services. Increasing density, smaller lot sizes, and
disappearing open space has increased pressure to find close-to-home places to play. Open space and
developed parks and recreation facilities will be critical as these areas continue to develop.
	

Washington Office of Financial Management, 2015
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PLANNING FRAMEWORK
Following a long-standing tradition of providing parks and conserving open spaces, Clark County
residents recognize the many benefits of parks trails, open space and recreation facilities. Parks, trails
and recreation facilities support healthy lifestyles, protect ecosystem services, enhance economic
activities and sustain a strong sense of community. Clark County Parks plays a critical role in leading
the community into the future through its adopted vision and mission.

Vision
Clark County Parks & Recreation strengthens a high quality of life for the entire community.

Mission
Meeting community needs by providing an interconnected system of parks, trails, recreation facilities
and natural areas that support environmental stewardship, diverse recreational opportunities and
economic development.

Goals
To achieve the vision of enhancing its critical role in strengthening Clark County’s quality of life
through a diverse and interconnected parks system, the PROS Plan includes the following goals
based on both the public engagement directing the future of the county park system and a technical
assessment of the system.
Forge strong public, private and non-profit partnerships. The plan endorses the need to develop
partnerships with public and private agencies which result in increased recreation opportunities as well
as further the connections for park and trail land resources for County residents.
2. Promote and market the county’s parks system. The planning process revealed that many residents are
not familiar with the extent and diversity of park and trail facilities for their benefit. The plan seeks to
promote Clark County as a recreation and tourist destination, marketing the region’s system of parks,
trails, special facilities, open spaces and natural resources as an economic driver and asset for the county.
3. Embrace a balanced strategy for achieving a comprehensive parks system. The plan identifies gaps
within the urban and regional park and trail system that prevent the completion of an interconnected
system of green space for the benefits of all residents. Connecting people to outdoor recreation facilities
will require acquisition of public lands to close the gaps in the system. The plan recognizes that any
growth in the park system must be based on adequate resources for obtaining and sustaining new
facilities into the future.
4. Ensure equity and access to parks, trails and facilities for a healthy community. The plan proposes
strategies to the need to meet the needs of all residents by providing full access (both physical and
1.

12

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

informational) to recreational and open space opportunities. By connecting people to parks, land and
water trails and recreational facilities, the park system can promote a healthy sustainable community.
Provide recreational opportunities for the entire community. The plan responds to the changing
recreational trends and demographics require a park system to continue to evolve to meet the needs of
its growing population. More parks with more diverse facilities are being demanded by the public and
the need to accommodate more users is very apparent. The park system can also plan a more active role
in the economic development enhancement of the community through its recreation facilities.
Be responsible, effective stewards of public lands and finances. The plan endorses the efficient and
effective management of park system resources in a sustainable and environmentally beneficial manner
that contributes to a healthy, livable community and a rich natural park experience. The incorporation of
sustainability practices can be more fully integrated into the design, development and maintenance of
park system.
Preserve our historic and cultural heritage. The plan provides for the enhanced appreciation of Clark
County’s historic and cultural heritage through preservation, interpretation and restoration of historical
and/or cultural resources.
Maintain and enhance parks and recreation facilities. The plan documents the existing inventory
and parks trails and recreational facilities currently under jurisdictions of the county. The Clark County
Parks Division is committed to ensuring that existing facilities are adequately maintained and sustained
with sufficient resources before new facilities are brought into the county system.
Serve the community and develop a dynamic, effective organization. The county parks division is
redefining itself as an urban and regional park and recreation facility provider, separate and distinct from
each city’s park and recreation system. The parks leadership, administration and staff in collaboration
with the parks advisory board intend to build an effective and sustainable organization through public
involvement, strengthened and new partnerships, technical training and professional development.
Seek adequate funding to meet community needs. The plan addresses the need to provide sustainable
resources for maintaining and enhancing the county’s park, trail and recreational facilities. Diverse
funding will be required to provide financial stability and a secure future for the community’s outdoor
recreation system.

Community Involvement
The Clark County Parks Advisory Board (PAB) was established in the summer 2014 with seven
(7) appointed voting members, along with non-voting liaisons from Vancouver and Evergreen
school districts and the Parks Foundation of Clark County. The seven voting members represent
communities across the county and share their expertise, experiences and specialized focus in parks
and recreation on the Board to provide a balanced strategy for current procedures and policies
implemented by the Parks Division. The PAB also is responsible for making recommendations to
the County Councilors regarding approvals for requested county policy adoption and sustainable
funding support for parks and recreation facilities, as well as recommendations on specific procedural
issues that may come before the PAB. The PAB has been leading the parks comprehensive planning
process from the development of the vision and goals to the endorsement of the capital facilities plan
and other implementation tools. PAB members anticipate being actively involved in promoting the
implementation of the PROS Plan for the future benefit of the Clark County community.
Public engagement and outreach was conducted to ensure that a broad, effective and legally defensible
public involvement process was integrated into the development of this PROS Plan update. The
PAB guided the decisions on how extensive and intensive the activities should be for garnering
public opinion and community interests for parks and recreation facilities and providing input for
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the “blueprint for the future.” PAB members themselves were
connected to and represented their constituent groups and helped
identify key stakeholders.
Communication tools for facilitating public engagement included:
■

■

■

■

■

Website – Clark County established a website for the parks plan
update early in the process. The website was continually updated
with information and reporting about the plan’s progress and
contained a link to the existing 2007 parks plan.
Survey (online and print) – a community survey to obtain public
input and help direct community priorities and needs for parks,
trails and outdoor recreation facilities was conducted through
SurveyMonkey. Participation was encouraged through email
blasts, open house information and press releases.
Email blasts – tapped a number of different sources to share
news and updates about the planning process and opportunities
for participation.
Open Houses – Three open houses were conducted across the
county in early March. La Center, Camas and Three Creeks
locations provided a distributed range of opportunities for
residents to see the park planning in process and provide
feedback for their preferences.
CVTV video – a YouTube video clip was produced by CVTV,
the local municipal cable access channel, to summarize the park
plan and its relevance to the general public. The video clip is
easily accessed from the website and was incorporated into the
open houses.

Young participant at public open house
meeting

Still image from CVTV video clip

Additionally, a series of four stakeholder group meetings were conducted with targeted groups
representing specific users of the park system including local park and recreation providers (from cities
within Clark County), sports leagues and trail organizations. Presentations and park planning updates
were also shared with neighborhood association leaders (NACC) through their monthly meetings.

Guiding Documents
Clark County and its incorporated cities have a strong legacy of parks, recreation and open space,
dating back to the dedication of Esther Short Park in downtown Vancouver in 1853 (before the City
was incorporated) and the establishment of regional parks along the East Fork Lewis River in the
early 1900’s. Since then, the region’s parks and recreation resources have grown dramatically.
Clark County adopted its first comprehensive parks and recreation plan in 1965, followed by updates
in 1975, 1981, 1987, 1993 and 2000. In 2007, the City of Vancouver and Clark County Adopted a
combined comprehensive parks, recreation and open space plan to cover both jurisdictions in their
entirety, under the consolidated Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Department. In 2013, the
interlocal agreement that joined City and County park administration and planning was canceled, and
the two jurisdictions separated their organizational resources.
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The plan draws from and builds on previous planning work for the park, recreation, trail and open
space system, including:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

2014 Clark County Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan
2007 Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan
2006 Regional Trails and Bikeways System Plan
2004 Clark County Comprehensive Plan
2004 Sports Field Needs Assessment
2003 Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan
2000 Clark County Regional Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan
1998 Clark County Sports Fields Master Plan
1992 Clark County Open Space Commission Report

The Clark County Comprehensive Growth Management Plan discusses parks, and this PROS Plan
is intended to supplement and implement the Comprehensive Plan. The goals, objectives and policies
presented in this PROS Plan reflect and amplify the goals, objectives and policies that are provided in
the county wide Comprehensive Plan.
Several jurisdictions within Clark County have developed and implemented their own park plans that
include strategies for identified park locations. Once adopted, these community plans are considered
to be part of the Clark County Comprehensive Plan. Community plans take a community-oriented
approach to park and recreation planning, which is different from the regional park perspective and
benefits-based approach in this Plan. While many of the recommendations from the Community
Plans regarding parks and recreation have been incorporated into this Plan, future local jurisdictions
will have the primary responsibility to implement the objectives and policies noted in individual
community plans.

2014 Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan (CAAP)
In a related planning effort, the county’s 2014 Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan (CAAP)
provides the direction and focus for conserving and connecting significant open spaces and natural
resources. Clark County possesses a rich variety of landscapes and natural resources that enhance the
quality of life for all Clark County residents. Natural resources range from the Columbia River to
the Cascade Mountains and include a diversity of streams and lakes, marshes, wetlands, shorelines,
meadows and forests. These land and water resources provide critical habitat for fish and wildlife
and provide opportunities for hiking, canoeing, picnicking, swimming and other outdoor recreation
activities. In 2009, the county created an environmental services department whose responsibilities
include overseeing the Legacy Lands program. This department now takes the lead in the planning,
acquisition, management and stewardship for the county’s conservation (open space) lands.
The 2014 CAAP reasserts the vision of establishing an interconnected system of habitat and
greenways along the county’s rivers and streams while also seeking to preserve other sites that have
unique or rare conservation values. Clark County residents have repeatedly expressed high demand for
protecting our most important conservation lands and providing recreation opportunities. The county’s
conservation lands system provide an important environment for outdoor recreation activities. The
2014 CAAP identifies greenways and trails as a core element of the conservation lands system.
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The plan identifies specific project opportunities to pursue over the next six years, identifies high
value conservation lands and highlights a variety of funding mechanisms that can support project
implementation. The specific project opportunities represent acquisition projects, but by design most
of these projects also include future opportunities for park development, trail creation and restoration
opportunities. The plan prioritizes projects that meet multiple benefits, expand on the existing system
and are aligned with other county plans (i.e. trails plans) and priorities. The plan also encourages the
development of partnerships between public and private agencies that have supported development of
the conservation lands system for over 25 years.

Other Relevant Plan Summaries
In addition to the guiding documents from local and county-wide efforts, the measure of outdoor
recreation trends and participation reveals user patterns and preferences and helps direct the future
decisions on needed facilities to meet public demand. A series of reports and plans were reviewed to
provide guidance on expected public demands and needs for future improvements.
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4

PARKS

“Thank you CC, our park facilities are already quite
good. Please continue to add parks & greenspaces.”
- Community member comment
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PARKS
Clark County is responsible for a system of parks, trails, natural lands and recreation facilities that
extend across the county, as a regional provider, and within the Vancouver Urban Growth Area (or
urban unincorporated area – UUA) as an urban-based park and recreation facility provider. This dual
role sets an expectation for the county to provide a livable urban area that contains parks and trails
within walking distance of all residents and a regional system of facilities that provides destinations
for outdoor recreation. The county park system, in both the regional and urban area, is identified by
classifications for each type of facility to help manage the public land inventory; guide operations and
maintenance; and direct acquisitions, design and development of additional facilities. While these
classifications identify the categories for parks, trails, conservation lands and recreation facilities, the
county recognizes the need to adapt and be flexible to changing public demands, to urban growth
pressures and the realities of available resources. The classifications provide guidelines rather than
distinct boundaries for facility identification – not all facilities fit neatly within one definition.

Classifications
Neighborhood Parks
Neighborhood parks provide access to basic recreation opportunities for nearby residents, enhance
neighborhood identity, and preserve neighborhood open space. These parks are designed primarily
for non-organized recreation. Located within walking and bicycling distance of most users, these
parks are generally three to five acres in size and primarily serve residents within a half-mile radius.
Neighborhood parks often include amenities such as playgrounds, turf areas, pathways and trails,
picnic tables, sports courts, and benches. Elementary school sites have been included under the
neighborhood parkland classification, since they often have neighborhood park elements and serve
some of the neighborhood park needs.

Community Parks
Community parks provide a focal point and gathering place for broad groups of users. Usually 20 to
100 acres in size, community parks are used by all segments of the population and generally serve
residents from a one- to three-mile service area. Community parks often include recreation facilities
for organized activities, such as sports fields, skate parks, and play courts. Community parks may also
incorporate passive recreation space. Because of their large service area, community parks require more
support facilities, such as parking and restrooms. Some middle and high school sites are included in
the community parkland inventory, since these facilities can serve some of the community park needs.

18

Regional Parks
Regional parks are recreational areas that serve residents from throughout Clark County and
beyond. Regional parks are usually larger than 50 acres in size and provide opportunities for diverse
recreational activities. Facilities may include sports fields, extensive trail systems, or large picnic
areas. In addition, regional parks often include passive recreation space and unique features, such as
significant natural areas or access to lakes or rivers. Because of their large size and broad service area,
regional parks typically require more support facilities, such as parking and restrooms. These parks are
usually designed to accommodate large numbers of people.

Natural Areas & Open Space
Natural areas and open space are primarily undeveloped spaces, which are managed for both their
natural, ecological value and for light-impact recreational use. These areas can range in size from
one to thousands of acres, and may include wetlands, wildlife habitats, or stream corridors. Natural
areas and open space provide opportunities for nature-based recreation, such as bird-watching and
environmental education. Natural areas also provide opportunities for active recreation such as walking
and running, bicycle riding, and hiking. These lands can provide relief from urban density and may
also preserve or protect environmentally sensitive areas, such as endangered animal habitat and native
plant communities.

Existing Inventory
Clark County provides regional parks, special facilities, regional trails, greenways and natural areas
throughout the county and neighborhood and community parks and sports fields in or proximate to
the urban unincorporated area (Vancouver growth area). Vancouver and the other cities within the
county are responsible for provision of parks and recreation facilities within their boundaries. Previous
park comprehensive plans have reflected the combined inventory of the county and the city of
Vancouver. The current PROS Plan update reflects only county-owned and applicable school district
or other provider properties. The level of service and quantified acquisition and development needs to
meet adopted standards for the county park system are based on the park system inventory presented
in Figures 4 - 8. Other facilities, such as trails and sport fields, within the county park system which
do not have level of service standards are not included in these park inventory tables. A separate
assessment of demand and needs for these facilities has been conducted as part of this PROS Plan
update.
The majority of land within PIF Districts 1 – 4 is within the City of Vancouver and only a few
county-owned parks are situated within these primarily city districts. These parks will likely be
transferred to or annexed into the city of Vancouver in the near future. As a result, this level of service
assessment focuses strictly on PIF Districts 5-10 within the urban unincorporated area (UUA).
Park District 1 contains an undeveloped neighborhood park, currently named “Alki” situated along
the south banks of Burnt Bridge Creek and two regional parks (Frenchmans Bar and Vancouver
Lake). Park District 4 contains two county parks (Pacific and Vandervort) and two special facilities
(Harmony sports fields and English Pit rifle range) in the northern section of the District.
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Figure 4. Neighborhood Park Inventory (Urban system)

Undeveloped
Acres

Neighborhood Parks

Developed
Acres

2014 Total

ParkDistrict5(Countyportion )

19.5

29.3

48.8

ParkDistrict6

8.2

12.8

21.0

ParkDistrict7(Countyportion )

10.5

15.0

25.5

ParkDistrict8

3.8

33.7

37.5

ParkDistrict9

11.9

23.2

35.0

ParkDistrict10

15.1

11.8

26.9

69.0

125.7

194.6

Undeveloped
Acres

Developed
Acres

2014 Total

16.0

37.0

53.0

TOTAL

Figure 5. Community Park Inventory (Urban system)

Community Parks
ParkDistrict5(Countyportion )
ParkDistrict6

67.0

16.5

83.5

ParkDistrict7(Countyportion )

10.1

0.0

10.1

ParkDistrict8

40.3

20.0

60.3

ParkDistrict9

51.8

46.3

98.1

ParkDistrict10

0.0

30.2

30.2

185.2

150.0

335.2

Undeveloped
Acres

Developed
Acres

2014 Total

ParkDistrict5(Countyportion )

80.0

0.0

80.0

ParkDistrict6

0.0

0.0

0.0

TOTAL

Figure 6. Urban Natural Area Inventory (Urban system)

Urban Natural Areas

ParkDistrict7(Countyportion )

6.2

0.0

6.2

ParkDistrict8

25.3

0.0

25.3

ParkDistrict9

22.2

0.0

22.2

ParkDistrict10

102.7

0.0

102.7

236.4

0.0

236.4

TOTAL

The urban unincorporated area (Vancouver Urban Growth Area) contains six (6) park impact fees
districts (District 5-10). Park Districts 5 and 7 are shared districts with land within both the city of
Vancouver and the urban unincorporated area (refer to Figure 17 on page 28 for map). Regional parks
may be inside other city jurisdictions and rural areas of Clark County but are under the ownership,
operation and/or maintenance of the county parks division. Other providers, such as Washington State
Parks and the National Park Service, operate public park facilities that provide the similar regional
park amenities. While there may be differences in access fees, range of facilities and uses, these lands
do provide park and recreation value to the county and beyond.
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Figure 7. Inventory of County-Owned or Operated Regional Parks

Regional Parks

Undeveloped
Acres

Developed
Acres

2014 Total

BrattonCanyon

62.0

18.0

80.0

BrushPrairie

76.5

7.5

84.0

Daybreak

183.6

6.0

189.6

Frenchman'sBar

125.5

37.0

162.5

GreenMountain

360.0

0.0

360.0

LacamasLake

290.0

7.4

297.4

Lewisville

68.5

90.0

158.5

LuciaFalls

22.8

25.6

48.4

MoultonFalls

413.9

27.0

440.9

SalmonCreek(includesKlineline)

122.9

51.1

174.0

VancouverLake

182.0

52.0

234.0

WhippleCreek

295.4

4.0

299.4

Capt.WilliamClarkPark

39.3

35.5

74.7

2,242.4

361.1

2,603.5

Undeveloped
Acres

Developed
Acres

2014 Total

BattleGroundLakeStatePark

240.0

40.0

280.0

FortVancouverNationalHistoricSite

154.0

75.0

229.0

ParadisePointStatePark

61.0

35.0

96.0

455.0

150.0

605.0

TOTAL
Figure 8. Inventory of Other Providers Regional Parks

Other Provider - Regional Parks

TOTAL

County parks, both urban and regional, have adopted park land standards based on population to
allow for a standards-based measurement of need. Using a lower target than the historic National
Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) guideline of 10 acres/1,000 population, the adopted
standard for urban parks and natural areas, combined, is 6 acres/1,000 population. The neighborhood
park standard targets 2 acres/1,000 population; community parks target 3 acres/1,000 population
and urban natural areas aim for 1 acre/1,000 to create an aggregate goal of 6 acre/1,000 within the
urban unincorporated area. The standards also include targeted acreages for developed park areas
- neighborhood parks at 2 acres/1,000 population (using the assumption that the entire park is
developed) plus community parks at 2.25 acres/1,000 population (allowing for natural areas to be
included in many community park designs). Regional parks target 10 acres/1,000 population for park
land acreage with an approximate 18% of the park being developed, while the rest of the park contains
significant natural lands.
Aside from the urban natural areas that are measured as part of the UUA park impact fee program,
conservation lands across the county are acquired and managed through multiple jurisdictions
and agencies. The county-owned conservation lands extend across major stream and river systems
and focus on protecting critical habitat areas. The county’s Legacy Lands Program administers the
Conservation Futures funding program and collaborates with partners across the county to identify,
protect and restore significant open spaces and conservation habitat lands. Inventory and assessment
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of county conservation and open space lands are not part of this PROS Plan’s level of service
assessment. While there are no adopted standards for acreage of open space lands, the county and
others have proactively sought to identify and protect the most important sites. The adopted 2014
Conservation Area Acquisition Plan identifies future projects that are endorsed by this PROS Plan by
reference and in the capital facilities plan component.

Current Level of Service
Since 2006, the urban unincorporated area has witnessed a significant increase in urban parkland
acreage and development. The establishment of the Greater Clark Parks District (GCPD) with its
property tax levy that provides operation and maintenance funding has supported the provision of
25 new neighborhood parks, three community parks and numerous sports fields, including the Luke
Jensen Sports Park. Close to 300 acres of land was established or developed as public parkland or
improved recreational fields between 2006 and 2014.
It should be noted that the urban unincorporated area and its associated PIF District boundaries go
beyond the boundaries of the GCPD. The GCPD was established with static boundaries that do not
automatically adjust with annexation or growth area expansion.
The current level of service was calculated using the population figures for each park impact fee
(PIF) district for the urban unincorporated (UUA). The combined districts (including those portions
of Districts 5 & 7 within the city) contain over 1,014 acres of neighborhood and community parks
and urban natural areas. The level of service assessment compares the adopted service standard for
the different park classifications to the actual inventory of existing acreage and developed lands as a
measure of performance.

Neighborhood Parks
The Clark County park system continues to strive toward an acquisition standard for neighborhood
parks at 2 acres/1,000 persons for both the park land base and developed acreage. In the UUA, the
land base currently acquired for neighborhood parks (Districts 5-10) is 194.6 acres with 125.7 acres
in developed neighborhood parks. This level of service (LOS) assessment for Districts 5 and 7 covers
only the county portion of park inventory and its related district population. The combined current
LOS for neighborhood park acreage in the UUA is 1.34 acres/1,000 persons, performing at 67.2% of
the adopted acquisition standard of 2 acres/1,000 persons. The performance to standard for developed
neighborhood parks is lower at 0.86 acres/1,000 persons, reaching only 42.9% of the targeted park
development. Both the land base and developed areas fall below the historic NRPA guideline of 2
acres/1,000 for neighborhood parks.
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CurrentLevelsofServiceforNeighborhoodParks

Figure 9. Current Level of Service for Neighborhood Parks

Population
(2014)

PIF Districts

NeighborhoodParkStandard

LOS
(Acquisition)

LOS
(Development)

2ac./1000

2ac./1000

ParkDistrict#5(Countyportion )

31,094

1.57 ac./1000

0.94 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#6

20,667

1.02 ac./1000

0.62 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#7(Countyportion )

19,928

1.28 ac./1000

0.75 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#8

24,132

1.55 ac./1000

1.40 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#9

28,530

1.23 ac./1000

0.81 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#10

18,903

1.42 ac./1000

0.63 ac./1000

TOTAL
143,254
CurrentLevelsofServiceforNeighborhoodParks

1.34 ac./1000

0.86 ac./1000

PerformancetoAcquisitionStandard

PIF Districts

Population
PerformancetoDevelopmentStandard
(2014)

NeighborhoodParkStandard
CurrentLevelsofServiceforCommunityParks
ParkDistrict#5(Countyportion )
31,094

Population
20,667
(2014)
19,928

ParkDistrict#6

PIF Districts
Community
Parks
ParkDistrict#7(Countyportion
)

67.2%

LOS
(Acquisition)

LOS
(Development)

2ac./1000

2ac./1000

1.57 ac./1000

42.9%

0.94 ac./1000

LOS
LOS
1.02
ac./1000
0.62
ac./1000
(Acquisition)
(Development)
1.28 ac./1000
0.75 ac./1000
3ac./1000

2.25ac./1000

CommunityParkStandard
ParkDistrict#8
1.40 ac./1000persons for an acquired
Clark
County community park
standards 24,132
are targeted1.55
to ac./1000
contain 3 acres/1,000
ParkDistrict#5(Countyportion
)
31,094
1.70
ac./1000
1.19
ParkDistrict#9
28,530
1.23
ac./1000
0.81 ac./1000
ac./1000
land base with 2.25 acres/1,000 persons for developed community parks.
The community park land
ParkDistrict#6
20,667
4.04
ac./1000
0.80
ac./1000
ParkDistrict#10
18,903
1.42
ac./1000
0.63
ac./1000
base acreage is currently 335.2 acres with 150.0 developed acres within PIF Districts 5-10. Within
)
19,928
0.51 ac./1000
ac./1000
0.00 ac./1000
ac./1000
TOTAL
143,254
1.34
0.86
the ParkDistrict#7(Countyportion
urban unincorporated area,
the current
performance
to
standard for
the
acquisition acreage is 2.3
ParkDistrict#8
24,132
2.50
ac./1000
0.83
ac./1000
PerformancetoAcquisitionStandard
67.2%
acres/1,000 equal to 76.6% of the preferred service standard. Developed acreage of community parks
28,530
3.44 ac./1000
1.62 ac./1000
has ParkDistrict#9
reached only 1.01
acres/1,000, performing
at 44.7%
of the targeted
PerformancetoDevelopmentStandard
42.9%park development standard.
ParkDistrict#10

18,903

1.60 ac./1000

1.60 ac./1000

TOTAL Parks143,254
CurrentLevelsofServiceforCommunityParks
Figure
10. Current Level of Service for Community

2.30 ac./1000

1.01 ac./1000

PerformancetoAcquisitionStandard

PIF Districts

Population
PerformancetoDevelopmentStandard
(2014)
CommunityParkStandard

76.6%

LOS
(Acquisition)

LOS
(Development)

3ac./1000

2.25ac./1000

44.7%

ParkDistrict#5(Countyportion )

31,094

1.70 ac./1000

1.19 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#6

20,667

4.04 ac./1000

0.80 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#7(Countyportion )

19,928

0.51 ac./1000

0.00 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#8

24,132

2.50 ac./1000

0.83 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#9

28,530

3.44 ac./1000

1.62 ac./1000

ParkDistrict#10
TOTAL

18,903

1.60 ac./1000

1.60 ac./1000

143,254

2.30 ac./1000

1.01 ac./1000

PerformancetoAcquisitionStandard
PerformancetoDevelopmentStandard

76.6%
44.7%

Urban Natural Areas
The acquisition standard for urban natural areas targets 1 acre/1,000 persons inside the urban
unincorporated area. The inventory of natural areas exceeds the current total level of service at 1.69
acres/1,000 or 169% when combined across all six PIF Districts (#5-10). However, based on current
inventory of urban natural areas, Districts 6, 7 and 9 do not meet the targeted level of service with
0.0 acres/1,000; 0.31 acres/1,000; and 0.78 acres/1,000, respectively. In determining the need for
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additional urban natural areas, some consideration should be given to the proximity of regional natural
areas and greenways within the urban area. While the inventory may define those lands as meeting
regional needs, their value may contribute to the perception of open space within PIF Districts. The
inventory identifies most urban natural areas as smaller more isolated lands when compared with
regional natural areas that comprise greenways, riparian systems and other larger landscapes.
At the current 2014 population, the adopted standards would target 143.3 acres of urban natural
area. Although the distribution of natural areas across the urban unincorporated area is not equal, the
current inventory is 236.4 acres, exceeding the level of service standard by 93 acres.
CurrentUrbanNaturalArea;LevelofService,DemandandNeed

Figure 11. Current Level of Service and Acreage Assessment for Urban Natural Areas

Population
(2014)

PIF Districts

UrbanNaturalAreaStandard
ParkDistrict#5(Countyportion)
31,094

LOS
(Acquisition)

1ac./1000
2.57 ac./1000

Current
Demand (ac.)

Surplus /
(Deficit)

31.09

48.91

ParkDistrict#6

20,667

0.00 ac./1000

20.67

(20.67)

ParkDistrict#7(Countyportion)

19,928

0.31 ac./1000

19.93

(13.71)

ParkDistrict#8

24,132

1.05 ac./1000

24.13

1.17

ParkDistrict#9

28,530

0.78 ac./1000

28.53

(6.31)

ParkDistrict#10

18,903

5.43 ac./1000

18.90

83.75

143,254

1.69 ac./1000

143.25

93.14

TOTAL

PerformancetoAcquisitionStandard

169.0%

Regional Parks
Regional parks serve the entire population of Clark County with a target level of service of 10
acres/1,000 residents. County-operated regional parks currently total 2,603.4 acres. The 2014 level of
service for county-operated regional parks is 5.98 acres/1,000 for the total park land acreage and 0.83
acres/1,000 for developed park land. This regional park acreage reaches 60% of the adopted standard
for regional parks and a 46% level for developed areas within regional parks for the current population.
Figure 12. Current Level of Service for Regional Parks

Regional Park Level of Service
Population(1,000s)
ParklandAcreage
AdoptedAcquisitionStandard(ac/1,000)
CurrentLevelofService(ac/1,000)

435.5
2,603.5
10
5.98

PerformancetoAcquisitionStandard

59.8%

DevelopedAreaAcreage

361.1

DevelopedAreaAverage(18%)
CurrentLevelofService(ac/1,000)
PerformancetoDevelopmentStandard

24

2014

1.8
0.83
46.1%

Future Parkland Demand
Land Acreage Standards
Quantified standards that are determined by inventory, population and service standards comprise an
important consideration in the determination of demand and need for land and developed facilities
in a park system. These quantified values are directly tied to the park impact fee program and serve to
support the imposition of impact fees on new residential development that directly affect the level of
service of the urban park system. The current inventory is compared to the targeted standard for each
PIF District and each park classification (neighborhood, community and natural area). The surplus
or gap between existing and desired park land and developed acreages then identifies the quantifiable
need for park acquisition or development. Population estimates for projected growth are also
considered for projecting future demands for parkland and developed park facilities. The estimated
2020 and 2035 populations were provided by Clark County GIS based on VBLM (vacant building
lands model) yields adjusted to the 2016 Clark County Growth Management Plan Vancouver UGA
growth allocation.
Figure 13. Clark County & Park District Population Estimates

PIF District Jurisdiction
5
6

2020

Vancouver

32,217

33,850

UnincorporatedUGA

33,157

39,913

UnincorporatedUGA

21,673

25,196

107

107

Vancouver

25,769

26,558

UnincorporatedUGA

20,654

22,850

6

60

26,005

32,262

119

127

UnincorporatedUGA

29,581

33,071

UnincorporatedUGA

21,244

29,947

Vancouver&UGATotal

327,661

365,743

UnincorporatedUGATotal

152,314

183,239

ClarkCountyTotal

477,884

562,207

Rural
7
8

Vancouver
UnincorporatedUGA

9
10

2035

Vancouver

Geographic Distribution Equity
The geographic distribution of existing urban parks reflects a performance standard of access
and equity to the residents of the urban unincorporated area. With a community goal to connect
people to parks with safe and reasonable park land distribution, urban parks (either neighborhood
or community) should be within a ½-mile of all residents. Neighborhood parks are classified as
“walk-to” parks and do not provide for off-street parking. A reasonable measure of walking distance
used as a national guideline is ¼ - ½ mile between destinations or a 10-15 minute walk. In an ideal
environment, this walking distance would be covered through an infrastructure of sidewalks and trails
in a safe pedestrian situation. Mapping the geographic distribution of existing parks and their “walkshed” or walking distance of ½-mile helps identify the geographic service area gaps in the urban park
system. Locations for future park land acquisition opportunities should be targeted strategically within
those identified gaps.
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Figure 14. Sample ½-mile walking distance map

Neighborhood Parks
Acquisition and development need is measured by taking the service standard and calculating the
necessary park acres to meet that standard for the existing population. The difference between existing
acreage and the service standard then determines the gap between current parks and targeted park
system goals. The quantity of needed neighborhood park acres to meet targeted goals for each district
is shown in Figure 15.
Current2014Demand/NeedNHParks

Figure 15. Existing (2014) Demand for Neighborhood Parks

Existing
Demand (ac.)

PIF Districts

Surplus /
(Deficit)

ParkDistrict#5

62.2

(13.4)

ParkDistrict#6

41.3

(20.3)

ParkDistrict#7

39.9

(14.4)

ParkDistrict#8

48.3

(10.8)

ParkDistrict#9

57.1

(22.0)

ParkDistrict#10

37.8

(10.9)

286.5

(91.9)

TOTAL

COM

The standard of 2 acres/1,000 persons for neighborhood parks is the same for both the targeted
acreage of park land and developed park Existing
areas. Across allSurplus
six PIF
/ Districts that contain county-owned
PIF Districts
Demand
(ac.)
(Deficit)
urban parks, the current need for additional neighborhood park acreage is 91.9 acres. Since 125.7 acres
ParkDistrict#5
(33.0) of 194.6 acres, more development
of existing
neighborhood parks are developed(40.3)
out of an inventory
ParkDistrict#6
21.5
(68.9 acres) is also needed for the standard of neighborhood(30.0)
parks to be met across all PIF Districts in
ParkDistrict#7
(49.7)
(44.8)
the UUA.
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ParkDistrict#8

(12.1)

(34.3)

ParkDistrict#9

12.5

(17.9)

ParkDistrict#10
TOTAL

(26.5)

(12.4)

(94.6)

(172.4)

As the urban population grows in the UUA, more neighborhood park land will be needed to meet
the demand for recreational facilities and open space for residents and to attain the adopted standards
for the park system. Figure 18 displays the future demand for neighborhood parks for the projected
population growth for the years 2020 and 2035.
ProjectedNeedforNeighborhoodParks
Figure 16. Projected Demand for Neighborhood Parks
2020

Population
Existing
(2020)
Demand (ac.)

PIF Districts

2035

Surplus /
(Deficit)

Population
Existing
(2035)
Demand (ac.)

Surplus /
(Deficit)

ParkDistrict#5

33,157

66.3

(17.5)

39,913

79.8

(31.0)

ParkDistrict#6

21,673

43.3

(22.4)

25,196

50.4

(29.4)

ParkDistrict#7

20,654

41.3

(15.9)

22,850

45.7

(20.3)

ParkDistrict#8

26,005

52.0

(14.5)

32,262

64.5

(27.0)

ParkDistrict#9

29,581

59.2

(24.1)

33,071

66.1

(31.1)

ParkDistrict#10

21,244

42.5

(15.6)

29,947

59.9

(33.0)

152,314

304.6

(110.0)

183,239

366.5

(171.8)

TOTAL

The
distribution of parks within the urban area has a direct influence on the accessibility of park
ProjectedNeedforCommunityParks
facilities to residents. An on-going goal to have a park or trail within a ½-mile walk of every home
2035
in the urban unincorporated area intends to2020
provide an equitable geographic distribution
of outdoor
Population
Existing
Surplus
/
Population
Existing
Surplus /
recreation and open space to the urban population. Using geographic information system (GIS)
PIF Districts
(2020) from
Demand
(ac.) parks,
(Deficit)
(2035) can
Demand
(ac.)where
(Deficit)
mapping to display walking distances
existing
a gap assessment
illustrate
ParkDistrict#5
33,157
(46.5)
(21.6)
39,913
(66.8)
to target future park land acquisitions. These illustrated gaps can be combined with the need for(36.8)
ParkDistrict#6
18.5future park
(32.2)
25,196
7.9
(40.2)
additional
park acreage to meet21,673
the demand for
land acquisitions.
ParkDistrict#7

20,654

(51.9)

(46.5)

22,850

(58.5)

(51.4)

Neighborhood
are intended(38.5)
to provide park
to homes (52.6)
ParkDistrict#8 parks, as local ‘walk-to’
26,005 parks,(17.7)
32,262amenities(36.4)
within
½-mile. Community parks
typically provide
parking
and restrooms
well as more
ParkDistrict#9
29,581
9.4
(20.3)
33,071 facilities as
(1.1)
(28.1)
recreational
amenities.
The
community
park
service
area
range
is
within
a
3-mile
distance.
It
should
ParkDistrict#10
21,244
(33.6)
(17.6)
29,947
(59.7)
(37.2) be
recognized that community
provide the
same “walk-to”
neighborhood
parks and (246.3)
thus
TOTAL parks
152,314
(121.8)
(176.7) value as
183,239
(214.5)
contribute to the system of ½-mile service areas as well. The map of walking distances in Figure 17
demonstrates the current gaps in service areas for the UUA park system. An equitable distribution of
parks for the urban area would cover the UUA with the blue “walkshed” representing park facilities
within walking distance of all urban residents.

“As a resident of the West Minnehaha neighborhood,
I can attest to the desirability of these “pocket” parks
as our grandchildren have grown up using them and
making them a priority stop whenever they visit us from
their home in Snohomish. Keep up the good work!”
- Community member comment

27

Clark County Parks, Recreation & Open Space Plan | 2015
Figure 17. ½-mile Walking Distance from Neighborhood & Community Parks in the UUA

Community Parks
Community parks can provide a greater variety of recreational activities, amenities and open space
value in the urban area compared to smaller neighborhood parks due to their size and ability to
contain more park features. The standard for acquisition of community park lands is 3 acres/1,000
persons. The development standard is slightly lower (2.25 acres/1,000 persons) recognizing that
community parks with undeveloped areas of open space or sensitive environmental resources also
provide valued benefits to urban parks. Each of the PIF Districts have different existing levels of
service, with District 6 and 9 currently meeting the acquisition acreage standard. The other park
districts have a deficit in community park land acreage. To meet the standard for community parks in
the urban unincorporated area, acquisition of 94.6 acres is needed. None of the PIF Districts meet the
developed acreage standard, and there exists a combined current need of 172.4 acres for community
park development.
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TOTAL

286.5

(91.9)

COM

Figure 18. Existing (2014) Demand for Community Parks

Existing
Demand (ac.)

PIF Districts
ParkDistrict#5

(40.3)

ParkDistrict#6
ProjectedNeedforNeighborhoodParks
ParkDistrict#7

21.5
(49.7)
2020
(12.1)

ParkDistrict#8

Population
Existing
12.5
(2020)
Demand (ac.)

PIFParkDistrict#9
Districts
ParkDistrict#10
ParkDistrict#5
ParkDistrict#6

33,157
TOTAL
21,673

(26.5)
66.3
(94.6)
43.3

ParkDistrict#7

20,654

41.3

Surplus /
(Deficit)
(33.0)
(30.0)
(44.8)

2035

(34.3)

Surplus(17.9)
/ Population
Existing
(Deficit)
(2035)
Demand (ac.)

Surplus /
(Deficit)

(12.4)
(17.5)
(172.4)
(22.4)

39,913

79.8

(31.0)

25,196

50.4

(29.4)

(15.9)

22,850

45.7

(20.3)

As the
population grows to its estimated
202052.0
level, the need
park acreage
across(27.0)
ParkDistrict#8
26,005
(14.5) for community
32,262
64.5
the ParkDistrict#9
urban unincorporated area 29,581
will increase to59.2
121.8 acres(24.1)
with a need33,071
for 176.7 acres
66.1of developed
(31.1)
community
parks.
By
the
estimated
2035
population
increase,
the
needs
for
more
park
land
to
support
ParkDistrict#10
21,244
42.5
(15.6)
29,947
59.9
(33.0)
the standards for the TOTAL
community
park
system
will
have
increased
to
214.5
acres
for
addition
acreage
152,314
304.6
(110.0)
183,239
366.5
(171.8)
and 246.3 acres of needed developed community parks.
ProjectedNeedforCommunityParks
Figure 19. Projected Demand for Community Parks
2020

Population
Existing
(2020)
Demand (ac.)

PIF Districts

2035

Surplus /
(Deficit)

Population
Existing
(2035)
Demand (ac.)

Surplus /
(Deficit)

ParkDistrict#5

33,157

(46.5)

(21.6)

39,913

(66.8)

(36.8)

ParkDistrict#6

21,673

18.5

(32.2)

25,196

7.9

(40.2)

ParkDistrict#7

20,654

(51.9)

(46.5)

22,850

(58.5)

(51.4)

ParkDistrict#8

26,005

(17.7)

(38.5)

32,262

(36.4)

(52.6)

ParkDistrict#9

29,581

9.4

(20.3)

33,071

(1.1)

(28.1)

ParkDistrict#10
TOTAL

21,244

(33.6)

(17.6)

29,947

(59.7)

(37.2)

152,314

(121.8)

(176.7)

183,239

(214.5)

(246.3)

As illustrated in Figure 17, numerous gaps exist across the county’s system of urban parks when
mapping the ½-mile walking distances of neighborhood and community parks. While community
parks are targeted to have a service area with a 3-mile radius, actual distribution of future
community parks will realistically be determined by the availability of suitable parcels of land that
can accommodate the development of community park facilities. Gaps in the equitable distribution
of urban parks should consider the existing locations of both neighborhood and community parks
(combined as urban parks) to achieve the mission of access to parks for all urban residents.

Urban Natural Areas
Clark County is fortunate to have conserved significant open space along its river and stream corridors
to protect important and sensitive natural habitats and endangered species. As a result, the current
standards for acquiring urban natural areas have been met for three of the six PIF Districts in the
urban unincorporated area. District 5 and 10 currently exceed the standard with 2.57 acres/1,000
and 5.43 acres/1,000, respectively. District 6 currently contains no designated urban natural areas.
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Although the existing urban natural areas exceed the acquisition standard across the UUA, as the
population grows that “surplus” acreage will diminish. The need for additional urban natural areas
within four of the six districts will continue to increase.
Figure 20. Projected Demand for Urban Natural Areas

2020

Population
(2020)

PIF Districts

2030

Surplus /
(Deficit)

Population
(2035)

Surplus /
(Deficit)

ParkDistrict#5

33,157

46.8

39,913

40.1

ParkDistrict#6

21,673

(21.7)

25,196

(25.2)

ParkDistrict#7

20,654

(14.4)

22,850

(16.6)

ParkDistrict#8

26,005

(0.7)

32,262

(7.0)

ParkDistrict#9

29,581

(7.4)

33,071

(10.9)

ParkDistrict#10
TOTAL

21,244

81.4

29,947

72.7

152,314

84.1

183,239

53.2

Regional Parks
2020 Demand

2035 Demand

As the projected population grows, the level of service (60% in 2014) will decrease to 53% in 2020
Acquisition Development Acquisition Development
Existing
Developed
and 46%
by
2035
based
on
population
estimates
and
assuming
no additional
regional
park acreage
Surplus /
Facility Type
Total
Surplus /
Surplus /
Surplus /
Acreage
has been acquired. The regionalAcreage
park acreage need to reach
the 10 acres/1,000
persons
target standard
(Deficit)
(Deficit)
(Deficit)
(Deficit)
would
require
the
acquisition
of
an
additional
1,751.6
acres,
with
422.9
acres
as
developed
areas
CountyͲonlyRegionalParks
2603.5
361.1
(2304.2)
(522.3)
(3018.6)
(650.9)
within regional parks. If the regional park system includes the other providers of similar regional
511.1
(372.3)
(2413.6)
(500.9)
parkCounty,State&NationalParks
facilities (state and national 3208.5
park lands accessible
to(1699.2)
the public), the
existing parkland
acreage
is
increased to 3,208.5 and the need for more acquired land to meet the performance standard is 1,146.6
acres with needed developed areas targeting 272.9 additional acres.
CurrentNeedforRegionalParksfor2014
Figure
21. Existing Demand for Regional Parks by County and Other Providers
Current (2014) Demand

Facility Type

Existing
Total
Acreage

Developed
Acreage

Acquisition Development
Surplus /
Surplus /
(Deficit)
(Deficit)

CountyͲonlyRegionalParks

2603.5

361.1

(1751.6)

(422.9)

County,StateandNationalParks

3208.5

511.1

(1146.6)

(272.9)

As the projected population increases, the need for additional regional park lands will increase to
2,304.2 acres for the 2020 population estimate. Including the national and state parks as other
providers to meet the performance standard for 2020, the need for additional acquisition is 1,699.2
acres and for developed areas is 372.3 acres.
As the projected population increases, the need for additional regional park lands will increase to
3,018.6 acres for the 2035 population estimate. With the national and state parks included with
regional park system providers to meet the performance standard for 2035, the need for additional
acquisition is 2,413.6 acres and for developed areas is 500.9 acres.
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Figure 22. Projected Demand (2020 & 2035) for Regional Parks

2020 Demand

Facility Type

Existing
Total
Acreage

Developed
Acreage

2035 Demand

Acquisition Development Acquisition Development
Surplus /
Surplus /
Surplus /
Surplus /
(Deficit)
(Deficit)
(Deficit)
(Deficit)

CountyͲonlyRegionalParks

2603.5

361.1

(2304.2)

(522.3)

(3018.6)

(650.9)

County,State&NationalParks

3208.5

511.1

(1699.2)

(372.3)

(2413.6)

(500.9)

The CurrentNeedforRegionalParksfor2014
deficit in regional park acreage represents a seemingly overwhelming shortfall for the county’s
regional park system toward reaching the standard to provide 10 acres/ 1,000 residents. However,
Current (2014) Demand
future parkland plans should be highlighted to understand the possible attainment of the regional
Acquisition Development
Existing
Developed
park standard.
Surplus /
Total
Surplus /
Acreage
(Deficit) undergoing
Acreage
(Deficit) a clean-up process to
Camp Bonneville, a former military
training camp, is currently
Facility Type

CountyͲonlyRegionalParks
2603.5 and other
361.1 contamination
(1751.6) across(422.9)
remove
munitions of explosive concern
a targeted portion of the
3,840-acre
property. In 2006, Clark
County accepted
transfer
of the property
3208.5
511.1
(1146.6)
(272.9) from the U.S. Army that
County,StateandNationalParks
had closed the training site in 1995. Clark County is working with the federal government to clean
up the site so it ultimately can be used by the public. A primary focus is the site’s central valley, where
the Camp Bonneville re-use plan proposes the future public park activities. The entire property is
largely undeveloped; more than half of its six square miles is forested. Given that not all of the Camp
Bonneville property will be reconditioned for public use (the higher level target zone will remain
fenced off from any public access), the entire property should not be considered as future regional
park acreage. However, a significant part of the site can contribute to meeting the regional park
acreage standard for the county once it’s available for public use and contains at least the first phase of
developed outdoor recreation amenities. The Camp Bonneville Reuse Plan, revised in November 2005,
states that the western portion of the Camp Bonneville property is recommended to be repurposed as
a regional park of approximately 1,000 acres, including group shelters and picnic areas; amphitheater
and stage for outdoor venues; a shared path trail system for hikers, mountain bikers and equestrians;
archery practice range; public firing range; RV camping facility; tent camping facility, restrooms,
parking, water features for wildlife viewing and open fields for general play. The reuse plan also
proposes an outdoor school or rustic retreat center in the primary barracks area that could contribute
to the regional park programming opportunities in the future. Approximately 2,000 acres will be
maintained for trails and nature areas in the central and eastern portion of the Camp Bonneville
property. This additional public access can increase the regional park acreage since the classification for
county regional park recognizes that often only 18% of a regional park is typically developed for more
active outdoor recreational use.

In addition to the future inclusion of Camp Bonneville in the regional park system, the county Legacy
Lands program continues to target regional greenways and significant conservation lands that will
provide both ecological value as conserved sites as well as enhance public outdoor recreation amenities.
The continued acquisition of the East Fork Lewis River Greenway (EFLR) and eventual connection
of the regional EFLR Greenway Trail will add regional park acreage and close the gap on trail
linkages as well as provide needed regional park acreage.
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Summary of Park System Needs
Across the six PIF Districts containing county parks in the urban unincorporated area, the park
system has a varied level of service based on existing inventory and current population. While the
park system has grown significantly since 2006 and now contains over 529 acres of neighborhood
and community parks, the acquisition and development of parks has not been able to catch up to the
growing population to meet the park system’s targeted service standards. The need for neighborhood
(91.9 acres) and community (94.6 acres) park lands combine to target the acquisition of an additional
185.2 acres of urban parks across the UUA. The combined resources of the PIF (park impact fee)
program and the GCPD (Greater Clark Parks District) maintenance levy funding have provided a
critical boost to the development of the urban park system. However, this assessment has indicated
the demands and needs for park and recreation facilities in the urban area will continue to grow and
outpace park system development without additional investment.
The regional park system has reached 6 acres/1,000 population resulting in a 60% performance level.
Developed areas within regional parks have reached only 46% of the targeted standard (18% of
park land) for acreage of development. The regional park system would require the acquisition of an
additional 1,751.6 acres to reach the LOS standard for the current population. If other regional park
providers (state & federal) are included in the level of service inventory, the acquisition need targets
an additional 1,146.6 acres. As Clark County grows, the estimated 2020 and 2035 populations will
expand the gap in the level of service for the park system and increase the demand and need for more
park land and developed facilities.
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SPORTS & RECREATION

5

“Clark County should be ready for.…attracting
regional (team sports) tournaments.”
- Community member comment
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SPORTS & RECREATION
Classification
Special Use Areas & Facilities
Special use areas are stand-alone facilities such as sports complexes, boat launches, rifle ranges or golf
courses that provide space for a specialized activity. Since special use areas vary widely in function,
there is no minimum size, but special use areas must be large enough to accommodate the intended
use. Support facilities, such as parking and restrooms, are often included.

Sports Field & Recreation Facility Assessment
An assessment was conducted to determine the current inventory, use and demand for the county’s
urban and regional park system for the provision of sports fields and other specialized recreational
facilities to project potential needs for future acquisition and development for 6- and 20-year capital
facility planning.
The county provides regional parks, special facilities, regional trails, greenways and natural areas
throughout the Clark County and neighborhood and community parks and sports fields in or
proximate to the Vancouver urban unincorporated area. Vancouver and the other cities within
the county are responsible for provision of parks and recreation facilities within their boundaries.
Previous park comprehensive plans have reflected the combined inventory of the county and the city
of Vancouver. This update reflects only county-owned sports fields and partnerships with private or
school district partnerships for providing sports fields and other public-use recreational facilities.
In 2004, E.D. Hovee & Company conducted a game field needs analysis for youth sports fields (little
league and soccer) in the area within the Vancouver Urban Growth Area (including Vancouver).
The study did not include other cities or the rural unincorporated areas of Clark County. The Hovee
study identified current and projected build-out population by league and sport; calculated long-term
youth sports participation by league and sport; projected future participation by league and sport; and
summarized their results.
At that time, there were sufficient youth soccer fields in the urban area to meet that specific
recreational need. Long-term, however, the seven identified youth soccer leagues require 21 more
fields to support anticipated residential growth. Since the Hovee study, the Greater Clark Parks
District development program added nine additional soccer fields to the county-related infrastructure
of recreational fields. Among the eight little league associations that were operating within the
VUGA, the study projected a future need for 23 more fields to support the anticipated long-term
residential growth. During the GCPD program (from 2006-2011) seven more ball fields were added
to the inventory at Luke Jensen Sports Complex and Hockinson Meadows Park.
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In the 2007 VCPRD comprehensive park recreation and open space plan, the inventory of sports
fields was counted across all providers. Those recreation providers including the city of Vancouver,
school districts, and private entities supplied a total of 106 baseball and softball fields for dedicated
league use within the urban areas of Vancouver. The City of Vancouver and school districts owned
and operated the greatest portion of these fields, with private providers supplying the majority of
the remaining fields in the inventory. In the more rural areas of Clark County, a number of providers
supply baseball, softball and soccer fields for league use. These providers include Clark County Parks,
local school districts, private agencies, and the cities of Battle Ground, Camas, La Center, Ridgefield,
Washougal, Yacolt and Woodland. The tally in 2007 indicated that these agencies supplied a total of
59 baseball and softball fields for league use in the areas of Clark County outside the VUGA. These
facilities are generally available to residents of Vancouver and Clark County.
Figure 23. Existing Sport Field Facilities (from 2007 VCPRD Plan)

Facility Type & Region
Baseball/SoftballFields
Urban(insideVancouverUGA)
Rural(unincorporatedcounty)

VCPRD

Other
Agencies*

Total

36

129

165

35

71

106

1

58

59

17

211

228

Urban(insideVancouverUGA)

17

122

139

Rural(unincorporatedcounty)

0

89

89

SoccerFields

*includeslocalschooldistricts,privateproviders,andothermunicipalitiesinClarkCounty.

In 2007, recreation providers including the city of Vancouver, local school districts, and private
agencies supplied a total of 139 soccer fields for dedicated league use within the Vancouver urban area.
The majority of these fields are the property of local schools. Private providers and the city supply a
modest number of additional fields. Various agencies, including school districts and other cities, also
provided soccer fields for league use in the rural areas of Clark County. These agencies supplied a
combined 89 soccer fields for league use in the areas of Clark County outside the UGA.
Since the previous 2007 comprehensive parks plan, the urban unincorporated area has experienced
significant recreation facility development. The establishment of the Greater Clark Parks District has
supported the development of numerous sports fields, including the Luke Jensen Sports Complex,
sports fields at Hockinson Meadows Park and Alki Middle School, mini-soccer fields at All Saints
Episcopal Church and sports field(s) at Amboy Baptist Church.

Inventory
The current inventory of county-owned, managed or operated sports field facilities is listed in Figure
24. The county provides 44 fields through its parkland inventory with supporting infrastructure to
accommodate practice, games and related activities to ensure safe and enjoyable youth and adult team
sports. Programming for teams and league play is managed by different associations or leagues each
with their own boundary and operations. The county typically provides the infrastructure and varying
levels of maintenance depending on the facility and the terms of league use agreements.
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Figure 24. County-owned Sport Fields

Turf
Type

FelidaParkNorth

Grass

X

FelidaParkWest

Grass

X

FelidaParkU10

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#1

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#2

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#3

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#4

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#5

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#6

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#7

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#8

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#9

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL1

Grass

Adult
Baseball

Youth
Baseball

Youth
Softball

Adult
Softball

Adult
Soccer

Youth
Soccer

Football Multi-Use

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL2

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL3

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL4

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL5

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL6

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL7

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL8

Grass

X

HarmonySportsComplex#CL9

Grass

HockinsonCommunityPark#1

Grass

HockinsonCommunityPark#2

Grass

HockinsonCommunityPark#3

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#4

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#5

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#6

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#7

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#8

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#9

Grass

X

HockinsonCommunityPark#10

Grass

LewisvillePark#1

Grass

X
X
X

X
X
X

LukeJensenSportsPark#1

Artificial

LukeJensenSportsPark#2

Grass

X
X

LukeJensenSportsPark#3

Grass

LukeJensenSportsPark#4

Artificial

X

LukeJensenSportsPark#5

Artificial

X

PacificCommunityPark

Grass

X

SalmonCreekPark#1

Grass

X

SalmonCreekPark#2

Grass

X

SalmonCreekPark#3

Grass

X

SalmonCreekPark#4

Grass

X

SalmonCreekPark#5

Grass

X

SalmonCreekPark#6

Grass

X

TOTALCOUNTYFIELDS

36

Field Type

Field Location

3

10

0

11

0

16

0

4

Figure 25 lists those privately owned facilities that have been partially or fully funded by Clark
County. These eleven additional sports fields are primarily dedicated to youth leagues for playing
baseball, softball and soccer. Three of these fields (one baseball and two softball) provide for adult
games as well.
Figure 25. Other Sport Fields

Field Location

Ownership

Turf
Type

Field Type
Adult
Baseball

Youth
Baseball

Youth
Softball

Adult
Softball

Adult
Soccer

X

Youth
Soccer

Football Multi-Use

X

AmboyBaptistChurch

A.B.C.

Grass

AllSaintsEpiscopalChurchField

A.S.E.C

Grass

HBFullerPark#1

Private

Grass

HBFullerPark#2

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#3

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#4

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#5

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#6

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#7

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#8

Private

Grass

X

HBFullerPark#9

Private

Grass

X

X

TOTALPARTNERS'FIELDS

11

1

3

2

0

0

5

0

0

TOTALPROGRAMMABLEFIELDS

55

4

13

2

11

0

21

0

4

Additional facilities are provided by the cities, school districts and private groups within Clark
County. A comprehensive inventory of all sports fields supplied by all providers in the county has not
been actively updated as part of this assessment.

Sport Field Demand
Community demand guides the establishment of need for future recreational amenities within the
Clark County parks system. Sports participation numbers and the rate of field use have more direct
influence in determining the need for additional facilities and facility improvements. The county does
not have an adopted standard for the provision of sports fields and other recreational facilities in its
system. As a comparison, the historic National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) recreation
facility standards can be used as a benchmark for communities for planning facility needs based on
local populations and projected population growth. These NRPA guidelines are outlined below.
Figure 26. Historic NRPA field guidelines

Activity

Standard (per population)

Baseball(youth)*

1field/6,000

Softball(youth)

1field/5,000

Soccer

1field/4,000

Basketball(outdoor)

1court/2,000

Tenniscourt

1court/2,000

Other(football,etc.)

1field/10,000
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Using the 2014 population of the Vancouver unincorporated urban area of 143,254 residents, the need
for the number of sports fields based on the historic NRPA guidelines are outlined in the Figure 27.
The table also depicts the county-provided or assisted fields and how much those fields contribute to
the overall need for sports fields if the NRPA standard is used as a guideline. While school districts
and private facilities also provide substantial fields for team sports use, this assessment focuses solely
on the county-provided infrastructure for recreation facilities. Although the historic NRPA standard
is no longer actively used by park agencies, it serves as a benchmark for comparison and allows an
assessment of the portion of fields being provided by the county to contribute to the overall demand
and need for recreational sports field programming. Within the urban unincorporated area, county
parks contributes a significant percentage of needed fields for youth sports. More than half of the
fields needed to support youth soccer (36 fields) and youth baseball (24 fields) are within countyowned or county-supported parks and special facilities.
Figure 27. County-provided fields-contribution to NRPA standard

Youth
Soccer

Adult
Baseball

Youth
Baseball

Youth
Softball

Adult
Softball

Multi-Use

1/4,000

n/a

1/6,000

1/5,000

n/a

1/10,000

16

3

10

11

0

4

ClarkCountyͲassistedFields

5

1

3

0

2

0

TotalClarkCountyInventory

21

4

13

11

2

4

36

n/a

24

29

n/a

14

59%

n/a

54%

38%

n/a

28%

NRPAStandard
ClarkCountyFields

ExistingFieldDemand
LOSPerformance

Plans for two new sports fields at Pacific Community Park are underway for construction proposed in
2016, through private partnerships with Miracle League for an inclusive ball field and with a regional
senior softball league. Harmony Sports Complex has been upgraded two turf soccer fields to allweather play surfaces with completion planned for early summer 2015.

Other Specialized Recreation Facilities
Skate Parks
Skate parks have experienced a growing population of users since the 2007 VCPRD plan. The city
of Vancouver provides the Waterworks skate park, an older skate park that may be decommissioned
with the future expansion of the water utility facility on the same property. Battle Ground, Ridgefield,
Washougal, Woodland and Yacolt have added skate parks to their recreation inventory. As part of the
GCPD program, the county added a skate park at Pacific Park and numerous skate spots distributed
among the newer neighborhood parks in the urban unincorporated area. A second phase of skate park
amenities is proposed in the adopted master plan for Pacific Park and would provide a wider range of
skate/bike experiences. There is no adopted standard for provision of skate park facilities, but observed
use indicates continuing strong popularity of the recreational activity.
The existing inventory of Greater Clark Parks District skate spots includes the following:
■
■

38

Harmony Ridge Parks, Clark County - GCPD
Little Prairie Park, Clark County – GCPD

■
■

Oak Grove Park, Clark County – GCPD
Tenny Creek Park, Clark County - GCPD

Off-Leash Areas (Dog Parks)
Formal, designated, off-leash areas are provided by the county at Pacific, Hockinson Meadows and
Brush Prairie Parks. Additionally, Washougal and Bonneville Power (Ross station) in Vancouver have
dog parks for public use. Some of these facilities are operated in partnership with the Dog Owners
Group for Park Access in Washington (DOGPAW ), a non-profit volunteer-based organization that
provides the basic services for continuing care and management. The county manages the landscape
while DOGPAW provides specialized dog-related maintenance, such as dog waste dispensers, trash
receptacles, signage and some clean-up. The existing off-leash area in Washougal is planned for a new
land-use development and will be eliminated unless another suitable site can be found.
While no adopted standard has been established for provision of dog parks or geographic distribution
of off-leash areas within the urban area, the Board of County Commissioners did approve the
planning approach for providing off-leash areas for dogs within the Vancouver urban area. The
November 10, 2004 Board work session endorsed an approach for providing multiple, appropriatelysized sites (2-4 acres in size) through negotiations led by the parks and recreation department with
off-leash area user groups (such as DOGPAW ) partnering for the development, operation and
maintenance of the off-leash areas. The planning approach aimed to target non-park lands to the
extent possible by relying on BPA, Clark Public Utilities (CPU), and other public lands as appropriate.
County code mandates the use of leashes at all times except within designated off-leash areas.
Informal off-leash dog uses have become a common occurrence within the county-owned properties
of undeveloped GCPD neighborhood and community parkland and in the natural areas along the
Salmon Creek Greenway and within regional parks. These unauthorized off-leash activities suggest the
need for additional geographically-distributed off-leash areas within the Vancouver urban area.

Disc Golf
Opportunities for playing disc golf have been initiated since the last parks plan in 2007. The city of
Vancouver added a disc golf course to Leverich Park through a partnership with Stumptown Disc
Golf. Paradise Point State Park added a few disc golf holes near their shore launch area along the
East Fork of the Lewis River. The master plan for Lower Daybreak Park (an extension of the existing
Daybreak Regional Park) includes the accommodation of an 18-hole disc golf course, in partnership
with a local disc golf club. Plans are underway for adding a disc golf course at Frenchman’s Bar
Regional Park.

“A disc golf course would be great! I currently
pay Oregon State Park fees because I play at
Dabney, Rooster Rock, McIver, Champoeg, etc.
I would love to make such contributions to the
Clark County Parks if there were courses to play.”
- Community member comment
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Indoor Sports Field & Court Facilities
Several indoor facilities provide opportunities for year-round recreation (outside of community
recreation centers, school gyms and pools). These facilities can help supplement the outdoor recreation
needs for sports organizations during the winter months when weather may limit or prohibit outdoor
field use.
Figure 28. Indoor Recreation Facilities

Facility Name

Type of Amenity

VancouverTennisCenter

9Indoortenniscourts

Ownership
CityofVancouver

4outdoortenniscourts
3racquetballcourts
ClarkCountyIndoorSportsCenter

1indoorfield

Private

SalmonCreekIndoorSportsCenter

2indoorfields

Private

Boat Ramp & Shore Launch Facilities
A variety of providers offer access to rivers and lakes within Clark County. The inventory Figure 31
lists the public facilities available for boaters and paddlers. Additional shore launch opportunities can
be accessed by carrying kayaks, canoes or paddleboards from parking lots to sandy shores in regional
parks, such as Vancouver Lake and Frenchman’s Bar.
Figure 29. Public launch sites for water craft

Site
BattleGroundLakeSP
ColumbiaRiverRenaissanceTrail

StateParks

Improved Shore
Comments
Ramp
Launch
X

County

X

FrancisMoorage

Camas

X

HaapaBoatLaunch

County

X

LacamasPark

County

LanderholmBoatLaunch

WDFW

MarinePark

Foottrafficonly

ColumbiaRiver
EastForkLewisRiver

HeritagePark

LacamasLake
NorthForkLewisRiver

X

CarͲtoplaunch

X

RoundLake
ColumbiaRiver

X

County
Vancouver

Water Body
BattleGroundLake

X

NPS

DaybreakPark

LewisvillePark

EastForkLewisRiver

X

ColumbiaRiver
X

ParadisePointStatePark

StateParks

Parker'sLanding

Washougal

X

SandySwimmingHole

Washougal

X

WashougalRiver

EastForkLewisRiver
MarinaPark

ColumbiaRiver

WDFW

X

VancouverLake

SteamboatLandingPark

Washougal

X

ColumbiaRiver

WashougalRiverGreenway

Washougal

X

SouthVancouverLake
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Ownership

HathawayPark

WashougalRiver

Indoor Community Recreation Facility
In the previous 2007 VCPRD comprehensive plan, the level of service was calculated for Vancouver
and its urban growth area based on population and the level of service provided by the City of
Vancouver’s existing community centers. Since there is no existing standard or guideline for
community centers, performance to standard cannot be measured. However, the analysis conducted
for the 2007 plan recommended the addition of two facilities, one in the northwest portion of the
urban unincorporated area (UUA) and one in the northeast based on geographic distribution. If Clark
County considers the public need for a community recreation facility in the UUA as part of its role
in providing public park and recreation services, an updated feasibility study should be conducted to
determine the demand and capacity for an indoor recreation center.
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TRAILS

6

“To improve the plan we would like to see more emphasis
placed on serving the demand for trails in a natural setting
that provide a high quality hiking experience…”
- Ryan Ojerio, SW Washington Regional Manager, Washington Trails Association
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TRAILS
As part of this PROS Plan update, an assessment of the regional trail system under direction of the
Parks Division was conducted to review current status and provide direction for reinforcing future
needs. This trail assessment is not intended to replace the existing trail plans. The need for a connected
regional trail system is still strong. The County Parks Division is determining its role in contributing
to the implementation of regional trail connections for their recreation value, while recognizing the
role of partnerships with active transportation value.
The trails of Clark County map shown at right illustrates the extent of existing public trails available
for recreational and active transportation available throughout the county. While these trails support
extensive use by residents and visitors, the overall network is fragmented and in need of considerable
connections to close the gaps for enhanced value and function for Clark County residents and the
contribution to associated economic effects of outdoor recreation.

Classifications
Trails & Greenways
The county completed a comprehensive Regional Trails and Bikeways System Plan (2006), which
defines trails as any “path, route, way, right-of-way, or corridor posted, signed, or designated as open
for non-motorized travel or passage by the general public.” Five trail types are identified in the plan:
■
■
■
■
■

Regional, multi-use trails, which provide the major access networks across the County
Local trails, which provide access from neighborhoods to regional multi-use trails
Rustic trails, which are smaller in scale than the local trails and are intended to provide access to natural
features and loop trail opportunities
Semi-primitive trails, which are intended for rural or forest settings
Bike lanes and pedestrian walkways, which are located on City, County, and State road right-of-ways

Greenways are corridors that follow linear features such as streams, abandoned railroad rights-of-way,
or power lines. Greenways often contain trails and may also include viewpoints, seating areas, and
interpretive displays. Greenways provide public access to trail-oriented activities, including walking,
biking, or running, and preserve open space. Greenways along streams can also help protect water and
habitat quality.
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Figure 30. Trails of Clark County
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Background
Trails in Clark County are part of the community-wide pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure that
provides mobility and supports an active lifestyle for Clark County residents. Over the years, Clark
County and its cities have demonstrated support for trails as an important community infrastructure
by planning for trails through their adopted parks, recreation and open space plans and official trail
systems plans. Review of the plans listed below provide the context and background for this PROS
Plan update.
■
■
■
■
■
■

Regional Trail and Bikeway Systems Plan, 2006
Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan, 2007
Greater Clark Parks District Local Trails Feasibility Study, 2008
Bi-State Regional Trails Systems Plan, 2010
Clark County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, 2010
County Subarea Plans

Clark County’s first trails plan was adopted in 1992. Since then, the county has recognized the need
for connectivity and establishing a network of pedestrian, equestrian and bicycle trails that are both
functional for mobility and provide recreational value. Trail planning and recommended projects have
been identified in both the park/recreation capital facilities improvement plan and the transportation
improvement program (TIP). Past trail plans have also sought to integrate a network of safe walking
and bicycling pathways that connect to cities within the county and function as part of the greater
Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region trail systems.

Existing Trail Plans
Regional Trail and Bikeway Systems Plan
The 2006 Regional Trail and Bikeway Systems Plan encompassed 16 regional trails (land-based)
supporting a network of nearly 240 miles of regional trails and bikeways. The plan also added the
Lower Columbia River Water Trail. Recognizing the importance of transportation alternatives as well
as the value of outdoor recreation in contributing to the quality of life in Clark County the plan also
provides opportunities for investment in trails as an economic catalyst making Clark County a great
place to live and work.
The county-wide 2006 Regional Trails and Bikeways Systems Plan defines trails as “any path, route,
right-of-way, or corridor posted, signed or designated as open for non-motorized travel or passage by
the general public.” The 2006 plan identified five trail types:
■
■
■
■
■
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Regional, multi-use trails that link local and regional destinations across communities;
Local trails that connect neighborhoods to regional multi-use trails;
Rustic trails that access nature areas and provide loop opportunities;
Semi-primitive trails for rural and forest settings;
Bike lanes and pedestrian walkways that are within public right-of-ways.

The regional trails (proposed & existing) identified in the 2006 plan include:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Lewis and Clark Discovery Greenway
Chelatchie Prairie Railroad
Lake to Lake
Salmon Creek Greenway
Padden Parkway
I-5 Corridor
I-205 Corridor
East Fork Lewis River Greenway
Battle Ground/Fisher’s Landing
Washougal River Corridor
North Fork Lewis River Greenway
Whipple Creek Greenway
North/South Powerline
East Powerline
Livingston Mountain Dole Valley
Camp Bonneville
Lower Columbia River Water Trail

In 2006, the existing regional trail system provided 46.2 miles of built shared pathways. Those miles of
built trails are listed in Figure 31.
Figure 31. Existing Built Trails (2006)

Trail Name

Miles Planned

Miles Built

LewisandClarkDiscoveryGreenway

46.1

9.5

ChelatchiePrairieRailroad

34.2

2.7

LaketoLake

22.3

11.4

SalmonCreekGreenway

24.9

3

10

9.7

PaddenParkway
Interstate5Corridor

22

1

Interstate205Corridor

13

2

EastForkLewisRiverGreenway

28.4

4.1

BattleGround/Fisher’sLanding

16.1

2.8

217

46.2

TOTAL

Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan
The 2007 Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan reported the trail
inventory as displayed in Figure 32.
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Figure 32. VCPRD PROS Plan Regional Trail Inventory (2007)

Trail Name

Miles Planned

Miles Built

BattleGround/Fisher'sLanding

16.1

2.8

CampBonneville

12.1

0

ChelatchiePrairieRailroad

34.2

2.7

EastForkoftheLewisRiverGreenway

28.4

4.1

EastPowerline

16.5

0

22

1

IͲ5Corridor
IͲ205Corridor

13

2

LaketoLake

22.3

11.4

LewisandClarkDiscoveryGreenway

46.1

9.5

21

0

North/SouthPowerline

20.6

0

NorthForthLewisRiver

31.5

0

10

9.7

SalmonCreekGreenway

24.9

3.1

WashougalRiver

10.4

0

WhippleCreekGreenway

4.8

0

333.9

46.3

LivingstonMountain/DoleValley

PaddenParkway

TOTAL

The slight discrepancy between the two above inventories regarding miles of built trail are likely due
to a difference in measurement for the Salmon Creek Greenway Trail of one-tenth of a mile.

Greater Clark Parks District Local Trails
A feasibility study was conducted in 2008 to determine the proposed alignments for local trails within
the metropolitan park district established in 2006 as the Greater Clark Parks District. As part of the
park development program, seven miles of trail alignments were to be acquired with GCPD funding
to help provide local trails within the urban area. Once alignments connected significant destinations,
volunteer programs and organizations were assumed to be the resource for constructing the actual
trails. The six GCPD trails identified in this local trail program are: Burnt Bridge Creek (#1); Cougar
Creek (#2); Curtin Creek (#3); LaLonde Creek (#4); Salmon Creek (#5) and Whipple Creek (#6).
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Figure 33. GCPD Local Trails

These local trails were not intended to replace sidewalks and regional trails or meet the design
standards for regional trails rather the local trails allow for better connectivity within and through
neighborhoods. In 2011, as a result of the economic recession, the trail alignment acquisition program
was postponed.

Clark County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
The bicycle and pedestrian plan envisions an interconnected network of sidewalks, on-street bikeways,
and off-street trails throughout the county. The plan identified top priority projects for the county to
connect neighborhoods, schools, public facilities, business districts, and environmental features. In
developing a more comprehensive bike and pedestrian system, the stated objective is to expand travel
opportunities for transportation and recreation.
As part of the 2010 master plan, the community planning and public health departments collaborated
on a comprehensive Health Impact Assessment (HIA) to identify policies and projects to facilitate
cycling and walking. The HIA discerned health impacts associated with the plan and recommended
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implementation strategies to maximize residents’ health benefits. The HIA identified priority projects
based on their potential to increase physical activity and reduce health inequities among populations.
The primary focus of the 2010 bike and pedestrian master plan was the on-street network for active
transportation facilities county wide. The master plan used the 2006 trails plan to identify where new
on-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities could connect and leverage with existing trails and proposed
trail alignments.
The 2010 Clark County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan that recommended regional pathway
improvement priorities uses a simplified category for trails:
■
■
■

Side path parkways – directly adjacent to roadways and within the right-of-way;
Shared-use paths – dedicated off street paved facilities for a variety of users; and
Primitive trails – non-paved pathways primarily for walkers.

The master plan offered design guidelines and best practices for both pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
The master plan recommended the revision of the Bicycle Advisory Committee to include pedestrians
becoming the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC). The top ten priority off-street
projects (designated as a park department responsibility) included sections of the Salmon Creek
Greenway, the North-South Powerline, and the Chelatchie Prairie Railroad. The plan also restates
existing county policies (related to parks) that direct the provision of a comprehensive trail system to
interconnect the regional trails and the transportation systems of sidewalks and bike lanes. The need to
develop and maintain a comprehensive trail and bikeway system to link with other providers was also
restated. Existing county policies related to trails included the provision of a system that will support
the development of shared-use paths within one mile of every home within the urban area and a
system of shared-use paths within one mile of every school.

County Subarea Plans
The County conducts subarea planning for more detailed growth management in specific geographic
areas to help formulate focused community designs standards, as part of county-wide growth
management planning. Some of these subarea plans have specific proposed local trail alignments or
suggested additional trail connections.
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Figure 34. Highway 99 Subarea Plan Trails

The Highway 99 Subarea Plan
located specific local trails to help
connect residential, commercial
and recreational designations
by using off-street alignments
through natural areas. Within the
Highway 99 Subarea Plan, the
proposed trails plan provides for
a network of sub-area trails and
sidewalks, trails design standards,
and implementation measures.
Most trail routes are within
existing public rights-of-way with
some off-street trail segments
within existing parks and natural
lands. The proposed Tenny Creek
trail is a series of trails intended to
be built in conjunction with new
development to provide pedestrian
connections between uses, streets
and Tenny Creek Park. The
proposed Cougar Creek Trails
would help connect pedestrian
circulation between commercial
and high density residential areas.

Bi-State Regional Trails Systems Plan
The trail system within Clark County is also part of a bi-state, multi-metropolitan regional trail
system, called The Intertwine, that connects active transportation and outdoor recreation users across
Clark County and throughout the Portland metropolitan area. In April 2010, The Intertwine released
the Bi-State Regional Trails System Plan “to coordinate the efforts of local businesses, non-profit
organizations, government agencies and citizens to build the world’s greatest network of parks, trails
and natural areas.” As part of a trail system extending across the Columbia River, the bi-state plan
encompasses all the county-wide regional trails included in the 2006 Regional Trail and Bikeway
Systems Plan.

Lewis River Vancouver Lake Water Trail Plan
The Lewis River-Vancouver Lake Water Trail covers much of the boundaries of western Clark County
and extends from the borders of Woodland and La Center to Ridgefield and Vancouver. The 32-mile
water trail follows portions of the North Fork and East Fork of the Lewis River, a short section of
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the Columbia River, the entire reach of Lake River and Bachelor Slough, and reaches into the full
extent of Vancouver Lake. The planning effort included the inventory of existing public and private
water access and identified needs for improvement, enhancement and additional access sites. The
plan also produced a water trail map for promoting safe and enjoyable use of the existing waterways
within the 32-mile route. Recommendations from the water trail plan included improving public
access sites; developing a water trail wayfinding sign system; developing a mobile paddling guide app;
adding launch site improvements to local jurisdictions’ capital facilities plans; and forming a water trail
coalition to promote water-based recreation.

Other Trails and Programs: Beyond Clark County into the Columbia River Gorge
The Chinook Trail
The Chinook Trail is a vision and work in progress. Once completed it will be a 300+ mile rimto-rim loop encircling the Columbia River Gorge across both southern Washington and Oregon.
To date the Chinook Trail Association (CTA) has completed a 30-mile stretch northeast of
Vancouver that received National Recreation Trail status in 2005. The original route was proposed
by co-founders Ed Robertson and Don Cannard. In its proposed alignment, the Chinook Trail
will begin at Vancouver Lake in Clark County, Washington. The trail will climb northeast to its
highest point, Silver Star Mountain, before meandering onto the rims of the Columbia River
Gorge and continuing upriver to Maryhill State Park.
Figure 35. Chinook Trails Map (source: chinooktrails.org)

The following trails comprise a 30-mile segment beginning near Yacolt, continuing over the
summit of Silver Star Mt. and ending approximately 8 miles from the junction of the Three
Corner Rock and Pacific Crest Trail: Lucia Falls, Bells Mt., Tarbell, Kloochman Butte, Ed’s Trail
and Bluff Mountain.
Gorge Towns to Trails Program
The Friends of the Columbia Gorge are implementing a towns to trails program seeking to
promote the use of trails, their connections to Gorge towns and the economic activity that
trail use can generate in those local economies. The Friends of the Columbia Gorge envision a
comprehensive trail system that links the communities with recreation and tourism benefits. This
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outdoor recreation activity is also one of the Columbia River Gorge Commissions key priorities
for future efforts. Clark County is situated on the western edge of the Gorge. From the north
side of the Columbia River, the county could be considered the gateway into the Gorge from the
metropolitan Vancouver/Portland region. As such, there could be potential benefit from future
connections of the Chinook Trail and the Friends’ Towns to Trails Program. The loop nature of the
proposed Columbia Gorge trail connections would require the use of the I-205 bridge bike/ped
crossing and thus include that eastern portion of Clark County, including Camas and Washougal.
Lower Columbia River Water Trail
The Lower Columbia River Water Trail spans the bi-state region from below the Bonneville Dam
traveling 146 miles to the Pacific Ocean. The water trail includes several portions of the Lewis
River-Vancouver Lake Water Trail as it travels through Clark County. The Lower Columbia
Estuary Partnership hosts an interactive web-based guide to facilitate paddling trip planning. The
interconnected system of rivers that border and flow through Clark County provide a variety of
recreational opportunities that extend beyond county boundaries.

Trail Inventory Changes
Since the 2006 trails plan and the 2007 VCPRD plan, approximately one mile of the Chelatchie
Prairie Railroad Trail was completed as a paved shared path from Battle Ground Lake State Park
south to the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) lands. A portion of the Washougal
River Greenway Trail in Camas was completed from SE 6th Loop to SE 3rd Street, crossing the River
and adding approximately 1.4 miles of paved trail. In 2014, a one-mile extension of the Vancouver
Lake Regional Park trail system (aligned with the Lake to Lake Trail) was initiated as a volunteerbuilt project in collaboration with the Washington Trails Association and should be completed by the
end of 2015.
Also since the 2007 VCPRD plan, portions of the Lewis and Clark Discovery Greenway Trail have
been constructed as off-street shared pathways by the Port of Vancouver as development occurs and
funding is available. Another 1/2-mile extension of the Lewis and Clark Discovery Greenway Trail is
expected to occur when the City of Vancouver implements its waterfront park development project.
Since 2007 approximately five miles of additional trail segments have been added to the regional trail
system.
Trails consist of the highest known level of participation for public outdoor recreation use across
the county. A lack of dedicated funding to assist in the implementation of trail connections poses
a challenge for closing the gap on the need and demand for more trail linkages. To ensure a more
satisfactory rate of trail project completion, the county will need to actively seek more resources to
close the trail gaps.

Trail Usage Measurements
In addition to the collaboration for the bi-state trails system plan, jurisdictions within the VancouverPortland metropolitan region collaborate on an annual trail count to measure the trends in bicycle and
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pedestrian use across the bi-state area. The trail counts are conducted in September and measure twohour periods on two weekdays and two weekend days. The user counts are extrapolated into annual
usage using the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation Project (NBPD) methodology.
In 2011, The Intertwine (a coalition of supporters for parks, trails and natural lands across the
Vancouver-Portland metropolitan region) released a regional trail use snapshot report with trail usage
and survey results for 2008 through 2010. The snapshot showed that, across the region, the share of
bicycle and pedestrian users on The Intertwine is nearly even, with pedestrians representing 50% and
bicyclists representing 48% of total trips. Other modes such as wheelchairs, horses, roller blades and
skateboards make up the remaining two percent of users.
In general, trail use has been continuing its growth as new connections provide better routes for both
pedestrians and cyclists. The annual estimated use of trails operated by the County are shown in the
Figure 36 (below). Population density and proximity to active retail and employment centers tend to
exhibit higher trail usage numbers as more people are congregated around home, work and shopping
activities where trail use can provide an additional amenity or connection. The distance of Frenchman’s
Bar Trail from downtown Vancouver affects those trail counts just as the Padden Parkway’s long
gaps between destinations affects the numbers of pedestrian users. Salmon Creek Trail is accessible
to extensive residential communities and provides a natural riparian setting that attracts trail visitors
from beyond those adjacent neighborhoods.
Figure 36. Regional Trail Use: Annual Trends
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In a few locations across Clark County’s regional trail system, trail counters have been installed to
measure trail usageTrailCountComparison:SalmonCreekTrail
on a daily, weekly and monthly basis. This data can be compared to the annual
regional trail counts which predict trail use through the NBPD forecasting methodology. Trail
1,400,000
counter devices were installed at strategic locations on the Burnt Bridge Trail, Salmon Creek Trail,
1,200,000
Whipple Creek Trail and Moulton Falls Trail in late 2010 and early 2011. Technical adjustments to
1,000,000
data gathering,
interpolation, trail counter miscues and battery reliability have led to incomplete data
800,000
collection after the first year of service. As a result, the existing trail counters have not provided the
600,000
targeted
reliability desired for gathering trail usage on those trails which are not part of the annual
400,000
regional trail count program. However, the first year of data collection indicated that the trail counts
200,000
and trail
counters were fairly close in tabulating the 2011 trail use along the Salmon Creek Trail. The
0
following years
had large gaps in data, probably due to technical issues with the mechanical counters.
2011
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Figure 37 compares the regional trail count interpolated annual trail use with the mechanical trail
2008Ͳ10
2010
2012
2013
counters triggered trail user counts.
Figure 37. Salmon Creek Trail - Annual Trail Counts vs Trail Counters
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The gaps and discrepancies in trail count data indicate a need for the County to gather more
reliable trail usage data with the installation of additional trail counters and a regular monitoring
and collection program. Accurate trail counts for county-wide regional trails could provide valuable
supportive data for grant applications, capital improvement project priorities and budget planning.
Additional data related to trail use can be extrapolated from past regional park vehicle visit counts.
Since 2007, regional parks have experienced a steady increase in visitor numbers. Related to the
fee collection program, vehicle counts were conducted during the summer months through 2011
(when the fee program was discontinued). Added facilities, increased populations and wider spread
familiarity are some explanations for the increase in park users. Regional park visitors often include
use of regional trails as part of their park activities. Many regional trails begin, end or extend through
regional county parks. To supplement the trail count data, traffic counts at regional park entrances
could provide additional use information.

Benefits & Public Support
Numerous studies across the globe have illustrated the importance of trails and their contribution to a
healthy and sustainable community. American Trails provides ready access to a number of this studies
in their website resources. Benefits enhance the livability of neighborhoods and workplaces; increase
economic activity through tourism, civic improvement and higher housing values; preserve and restore
open space; and offer opportunities to improve fitness through physical activity.
“Access to parks and natural areas close to home and work has become increasingly important to
communities’ health and well-being. The ability to travel, exercise and recreate on trails has been
identified by the public as a top priority in surveys conducted by local, state and federal parks and
recreation providers.” (from the 2010 Bi-State Trail Plan)
	

http://www.americantrails.org/resources/benefits/index.html
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The Bi-State Trails Plan also state that a functioning and connected regional trail system can:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

improve public health and reduce health care costs by combating heart disease and obesity rates
reduce congestion and transportation costs with fewer cars on the road
provide inexpensive alternatives to automobile use
foster the development of dynamic, mixed-use communities
provide safe corridors for people of all ages and abilities to travel
provide important connections to nature
increase property values and economic development opportunities for local communities.

Highlights from the 2011 Intertwine Snapshot report that trail user surveys also revealed:
■
■
■

Trails next to freeways and busy roadways draw significantly more bicyclists than pedestrians
Longer, better connected trails tend to have a higher proportion of bicyclists
Shorter, less connected trails tend to have a higher proportion of pedestrians

Current Conditions: Gap Analysis
Clark County is blessed with an extensive network of trails which span the entire county providing
pedestrian and bicycle connections and outdoor recreation opportunities to its residents. However,
this network contains many gaps across its on-street and off-street pathways, and its regionallyconnecting backcountry trails. Additionally, the county’s sidewalk system within the Vancouver Urban
Growth Area is incomplete; numerous gaps make it difficult for residents to connect to parks, schools,
shopping, workplaces and trail corridor linkages.
The county’s adopted 2006 Regional Trails and Bikeways System Plan promotes an interconnected
system of trails and greenways throughout the county. The county does not have an adopted standard
for its trails and greenways. The regional trails plan proposes an additional 180 miles of trails
to the existing 60-mile network to connect to more destinations and serve as a more legitimate
transportation alternative. When the trails plan is implemented in its entirety, Clark County will have
over 300 miles of trails.
While no specific standard for trails has yet been proposed, some comparison to the historic National
Recreation and Park Association standards can provide a benchmark. For bicycle and jogging trails,
the former NRPA standard was 1 mile/1,000 population. At Clark County’s 2014 population of
435,500, approximately 435 miles of trails would measure up to the historic standard. While the
NRPA standard was intended for urban areas, the need exists for more mileage within the regional
system and for making critical connections. The Washington State Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP) and local public surveys reinforce the value of trails with their survey
results that indicate walking and hiking trails rank as the most valued park amenity.
Given the additional five miles of trail segments that have been built since the 2006 trails plan and
the 2007 VCPRD plan, the completion of the regional trail system’s will need to address the gaps
documented in the regional trails plan to help implement the trail network at a faster rate.
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Future Trails: Closing the Gap
Throughout the multiple planning efforts for trails in Clark County, it has been recognized that
greater connections and closing the many gaps in the trails network will enhance both recreation
and active transportation opportunities. Promoting future trails projects through both transportation
capital improvement plans and parks capital facilities plans will increase the likelihood of capturing
funding resources to implement trail projects.
The 2010 Clark County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan developed prioritization criteria to guide
the ranking of trail projects. The master plan also lists the higher priorities for identified side path,
shared-use path and primitive trail projects.
The 2006 Clark County Trail and Bikeways Systems Plan can be used as one directive to determine an
approximate goal for trail acquisition and development. That trail system plan led the way for the 2007
VCPRD PROS Plan with its Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) that listed trail acquisition, development
and improvement projects in the urban unincorporated area and regional system. Within the GCPD,
acquisition and development included:
■
■
■
■

Curtin Creek Trail acquisition
LaLonde Creek Greenway and Trail alignment acquisition
Cougar Creek Greenway and Trail alignment acquisition
Whipple Creek Trail

The CFP included a segment of the Salmon Creek Greenway Trail as part of proposed conservation
area acquisitions within the urban unincorporated area (UUA). Other UUA trail developments on the
CFP included:
■
■
■
■

East Powerline Trail
Vancouver Lake Trail
Salmon Creek Greenway Trail
Bank stabilization for a portion of the existing Salmon Creek Trail

The 6-year CFP also included an urban area trail signage program to design, fabricate and install a
wayfinding system to unify the county’s urban trails identity.
The regional trail system enhancements on the 6-year CFP cited trail acquisition projects associated
with:
■
■
■

Livingston Mountain Trail
Green Mountain Trail
Chelatchie Trail

Trail development and improvements for regional trails included:
■
■
■

Vancouver Lake Trail
Chelatchie Trail
Regional trail signage program
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The VCPRD 20-year Capital Facilities Plan proposed trail development in the urban unincorporated
area for:
■
■
■

Chelatchie Prairie Trail
Salmon Creek Greenway Trail
Whipple Creek Trail

In the regional trail system the 20-year CFP listed acquisition targets for:
■
■
■

Green Mountain Trail
China Ditch
Chelatchie Trail

CFP trail developments were targeted for:
■
■
■
■
■
■

Camp Bonneville Trail
Camp Currie-Lacamas Trail
Chelatchie Prairie Trail
I-5 Corridor
North Fork Lewis River
Washougal River Greenway Trail

The Clark County Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan offers a set of criteria for evaluating and
prioritizing trail projects across the urban and regional trail system. These criteria can provide an
effective method for sequencing the trail improvement projects based on available implementation
resources. Those suggested criteria are closing gaps; safety and comfort; access and mobility/land use;
multi modal connections; implementation; community benefit; and healthy outcomes. The Washougal
River Greenway Trail example footnoted below illustrates the value of capturing opportunities to
partner with other agencies and projects that might coincide with future trail alignments. Utility
and transportation projects are common examples of good partnering opportunities. Any proposed
trail project plans should have some flexibility for scheduled implementation to allow for capturing
partnerships.

	
The Washougal River Greenway Trail development project was completed several years ago when the need for local utilities crossing the Washougal River
triggered the need for a new bridge. The trail development project was partnered with this infrastructure project allowing the trail implementation to occur well ahead
of the anticipated target dates. The project helps to illustrate the importance of longer term planning to allow park and trail projects to capture opportunities to partner
with other transportation and utility infrastructure improvements.
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PUBLIC DEMAND
The extent of community engagement and outreach utilized during the development of this PROS
Plan resulted in a broad spectrum of identified park, trail and recreational facility public demands and
desires for shaping the future of the county park system. The series of open houses, stakeholder group
interviews, park advisory board meetings, PAB member interactions, individually-submitted public
comments and online survey results have helped guide the determination of priorities for the future
infrastructure of parks, trails and other outdoor recreation facilities.
The Park Advisory Board participated in the
production of a YouTube video featuring the
parks comprehensive planning process to help
explain the need for public input for guiding
decisions about future priorities. The video was
produced by CVTV and accessed through the
county parks website and links provided in
various email blasts to park stakeholders.

Clark County: Parks & Rec Plan Update
Community Survey 2015
Summary Results

Still image from CVTV video clip

Survey Summary

KEY
The online survey to gather II.
feedback
on FINDINGS
residents’ recreational priorities and needs was conducted
from February through the end of April 2015. Close to 1500 participants completed the survey. While
A. PERCEPTIONS OF CLARK COUNTY PARKS
the survey was not collected through a statistical sampling method, the results still provide clear and
representative guidance regarding the participation and activity of residents and the types of outdoor
Community Value of Parks and Recreation
recreation amenities in demand. The survey was available at each of the open houses, shared through
extensive email blasts and accessible
the Clark
County
parks
The fullparks
survey
is services
Nearly allfrom
respondents
(99.0%)
noted
thatwebsite.
Clark County's
andreport
recreation
located in Appendix C. Highlights
of to
thethesurvey
results that
strongly
ofdifferences
public
important
community’s
quality
of life.influence
No genderthe
orshaping
age based
were n
demand are described herein.
Most important among survey
responses was the overwhelming
importance that residents
gave to parks and recreation as
essential to the community’s
quality of life. Nearly all the
survey respondents (99%)
considered that Clark County’s
parks and recreation services
were important and the vast
majority (87%) considered these
services to be essential.

Howwouldyoudescribetheroleofparksandrecreationinthe
county'squalityoflife?
1%
12%
Essentialtothequalityoflifehere
Importantbutnotcritical
Moreofaluxurythatwedon’tneed
Don'tKnow

87%

Figure 38. Importance of Parks & Recreation
in Quality of Life

60

A majority of respondents (83%) rated the quality of the maintenance and upkeep of th
County parks (Q3) as good or very good.

Residents were asked what recreational activities they participated in within the last year. Walking or
hiking was noted as the most popular (87.5%) - followed by picnicking (59.9%), bicycling (59.6%),
wildlife observation (58.6%) and jogging or running (48.5%).
When asked about the recreational activities they participated in within the last year, the survey results
Only minor variations were observed between genders. Men had slightly higher participation in
indicated 87.5% chose hiking or walking. This high level of activity is consistent with the statewide
cycling and fishing, and women had slightly higher participation in picnicking and horseback riding.
comprehensive outdoor recreation plan (SCORP) that indicated walking and hiking as the activity
most widely engaged by the majority of the population.
Figure 39. Participation Rates by Activity
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The written responses to the "Other" category are noted at the end of this summary. Frequently
The participation level in different outdoor recreation activities is reinforced by the ranking of
mentioned activities included:
priorities
future biking
facilities across six different recreational amenities. The highest priority in over
 for
mountain
half ofthedog
responses
walking(52.7%) was given for hiking and walking trails.


playing at a playground; watching kids or grandkids at a playground
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comparison (4th, 5th and 6th positions, respectively). Overall, the facilities that can accommodate
usage by the general public ranked higher than specialized facilities.
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PrioritiesforSelectedRecreationalOpportunities

Figure 40. Priorities for selected recreational opportunities
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Respondents were asked to rate the importance of selected recreation facilities in an effort to assess
an overall priority for future recreation program planning. Trail connections and trail access rated
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highest (61.9%), followed by group picnic shelters, sport courts and off-leash areas. Respondents
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sport courts,
and both
sets of age groups placed off-leash area in third priority position. No significant gender differences
To were
help noted
assessinthe
priority for future recreation facility planning survey respondents provided
theoverall
responses.

their relative importance of selected recreation facilities. Trail connections and/or trail access rated the
highest (61.9%), followed by picnic shelters, sports courts and off-leash areas.
RelativeImportance(Rank)ofSelectedRecreationFacilities
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Figure 41. Relative Importance of Selected Recreational Facilities
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Given a hypothetical $100 budget across multiple choices, respondents allocated weight to their
investment priorities. The strongest priority with the greatest allocation of dollars ($37.63) went
toward the acquisition and development of walking and hiking trails. This public preference is
Clark County: Parks & Rec Plan Update
Page11
consistent with other survey results, public comments, state-wide recreation trends, and park advisory
Community Survey 2015
board priorities.
Summary
Results A close second in ranking among respondents ($34.59) identified the strong need
to maintain and improve existing parks and facilities, an expressed public sentiment across the public
engagement process.
Allocating$100acrossSelectedActivities
Figure 42. Allocating $100 across Selected
Activities
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The written responses to the "Other" category are noted at the end of this summary. Frequently
mentioned funding priorities included:
 equestrian trails
 mountain biking facilities
Stakeholder
 off-leashgroup
areas meetings were conducted with targeted groups representing specific users in the
park
including
 system
pickleball
courts local park and recreation providers (from cities within Clark County), sports
leagues,
wellcourses
as equestrian, biking and hiking trail organizations. Presentations and park planning
 discasgolf
updates were also shared with neighborhood association leaders (NACC) through their monthly
meetings.

Focused Feedback

During the series of stakeholder meetings, participants were asked to define the highest priorities
for the future of the county park system. While many responses varied across each group and at the
different meetings, some common themes were repeatedly shared among all stakeholders:
1.

Partnerships and Collaboration. Partnerships were identified as a necessity between the county and
each city park and recreation provider to further the opportunity for leveraging each agency’s limited
resources. Partnering with sports organizations through an over-arching county-wide sports council
could enhance the opportunities to capture both public and private funding resources to pursue a more
all-weather sports field surfacing and to foster the development of a regional sports complex that would
support major tournaments. Trail organizations offered volunteer resources to help development trail
systems within regional parks in partnership with available county resources to help further the regional
trail plan.
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Connect the Gaps. The urban park system has undeveloped parks and large residential areas without
any park facilities within walking distance. The regional trail system has significant gaps that once
connected could provide exponentially more value to residents for recreational walking, running and
biking. Add recreational amenities for special user groups that are exhibiting growth and generating
active use, such as BMX facilities, disc golf course, off-leash areas, watercraft launch sites and splash
pads.
3. Increase Access. Ranging from the lack of nearby parks to the shortage of trailhead parking, the public
feedback identified the need for access for outdoor recreation opportunities for children, basic park and
trail access amenities for seniors (such as parking, benches and restrooms). Undeveloped regional parks
like Green Mountain were identified as untapped resources – currently inaccessible, that the public is
ready to help plan and develop. The need for better informational resources was suggested to increase
access to parks and trails: from the development of an interactive park website to wayfinding signs
providing direction along trails, to parks and within parks for better user experiences. The need for safe
bike and pedestrian routes in the regional trail system and to local parks was stressed.
2.

This PROS Plan was focused primarily on the needs assessment and public demand for outdoor
recreation facilities. However, residents within the UUA and members of the Parks Advisory Board
repeatedly expressed the desire for a future recreation center to provide a range of indoor recreation
amenities. Historically, the county has focused on its regional park system and on providing parks,
trails and other outdoor recreation within the Greater Clark Park District. To further any future
potential for an indoor recreation center, partnerships with other recreation providers, such as the
YMCA and Boys & Girls Club, should be explored. If the GCPD, as a metropolitan parks district,
becomes the primary entity through which to develop a recreation center, then a public vote would be
required to increase the levy rate necessary to fund the development and operation of such a center.

Measuring Outdoor Recreation Participation
Each year, nearly all Washingtonians participate in outdoor recreation. In fact, about 8 out of every
10 Washington residents visited a county, city or state park in the past year. As the state’s population
grows and becomes more urban, older and more diverse, the demand for outdoor recreation also
increases and changes. Outdoor recreation has many important benefits, including physical and mental
health benefits, educational value, environmental stewardship and economic value. Outdoor recreation
opportunities strengthen communities by providing a venue for festivals, social events and concerts, all
of which help encourage public investment in the community. Washington’s economy benefits from
outdoor recreation through consumer spending, tax revenue and jobs.
Understanding the current levels of participation in outdoor recreation activities guides the assessment
of demand for parks and recreation facilities. These patterns of outdoor recreation participation
provide a framework for planning for local park and recreation future needs. Several research resources
were reviewed to compile a general picture of outdoor recreation participation across Washington
State and the nation.

The 2013 State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP)
The SCORP is a five-year statewide recreation plan published by the Washington State Recreation
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and Conservation Office. The Washington Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Planning
(SCORP) document guides decision-makers in better understanding statewide recreation issues
and is required to help maintain Washington’s eligibility for federal Land and Water Conservation
Fund dollars. The SCORP is designed to determine outdoor recreation issues and opportunities
and helps explore local park and recreation planning strategies. It includes valuable data on current
trends in recreation participation and demand in Washington. Findings from the Washington State
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) were evaluated to help inform planning and
funding considerations for future park and recreational facilities.
The 2013 Washington SCORP confirms that outdoor recreation is still an integral part of life for
most Washington residents, 90% participate in the most popular category of activities, which includes
walking and hiking, demonstrating the pervasiveness of outdoor recreation in Washington’s culture.
Significant increases in rates of participation in outdoor recreation activities since 2006 indicate the
importance of the state and local communities to continue their investment in outdoor recreation
facilities and opportunities.
Low-cost activities, easy or less strenuous activities, or activities that can be done close to home have
relatively high participation rates: walking is at the top. Near the top are recreational activities (which
includes jogging), nature activities and picnicking/barbecuing. More specialized activities have lower
rates with the categories of horseback riding and air activities (flying, parachuting, bungee jumping,
etc.) having the lowest participation rates. Participation rates in the 2013 SCORP Outdoor Activity
Categories are depicted in Figure 43.
The overall category of walking (in which 90% of Washington residents engaged) is made up largely
of those walking without a pet (71% of residents do this), with hiking (54%) and walking with a
pet (52%) being of medium importance and climbing or mountaineering (10%) being of minor
importance.
The breakdown of nature-based activities, in which 81% of Washington residents participated adds
further details for wildlife viewing and photography (59%) and gardening (57%) each has a majority
of residents participating. This overall category includes 16 different types of nature activities.
Three quarters of Washington residents (75%) engage in water-related recreation (note that this
category does not include swimming in pools). The major individual activities within this category are
swimming or wading at the beach (39%), boating (36%) and beachcombing (33%). The location where
people participate in recreation also plays a part in demand for facilities and opportunities, as well.
In total, 57% of Washington residents participate in sightseeing, such as at a cultural or historical
facility or scenic area (note that this overall category includes three different types of sightseeing
activities).
Low-cost activities, less strenuous activities, or activities that can be done close to home (activities
with any of these characteristics) have high participation rates among Washington residents. These
include activities such as walking, recreational activities (jogging and fitness activities), nature activities
and picnicking/barbecuing/cooking out. The most intensive users of public facilities and lands are
participants in hiking, beachcombing, picnicking/barbecuing/cooking out, wildlife viewing and
swimming in pools or natural waters.
Another question in the survey of residents asked about park use, regardless of the particular activities
in which respondents had participated. A large majority of Washington residents (80%) had visited
a park in the year prior to being surveyed, the most popular being a county or city/municipal park
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(60% had visited this type of park) and a State Park (58%) (Figure 43). Meanwhile, 38% had visited
a National Park. Note that respondents could have visited more than one type of park. Actual use of
public facilities and lands may be higher, as there may be respondents who used a public place but
were unsure and who, therefore, could not be selected as definitely using a public location.
According to the 2013 SCORP report, it is assumed that most people will continue to engage in
the outdoor activities in which they previously participated. After listing the activities in which they
participated, residents were then asked if they planned to do those activities in the coming year. An
overwhelming majority of them (91%) indicated that they planned to do all of the same activities in
which they had participated in the previous year and another 3% indicated that they planned to do
most of those activities. Therefore, it is likely that rates of planned participation would be roughly the
same as the actual participation rates discussed previously in this section of the SCORP.
Regarding new forms of recreation, several activities were newly tracked in the 2012 resident survey,
including general frisbee play, with a participation rate of 16.8%, disc golf or frisbee golf (4.5%) and
ultimate frisbee or frisbee football (3.0%). While ultimate frisbee requires nothing more than a field,
disc golf requires infrastructure for the tees and the baskets, which has implications for recreation
providers.
Another activity that is eons old but newly tracked in 2012 is swimming in natural waters, in which
35.7% of residents participated. While this activity does not require any facility for the activity itself, it
may benefit from some infrastructure, including access to water. Likewise, snorkeling was also newly
tracked (3.7%), as were two other water-related activities: using a splash park (8.1%) and using a spray
park (6.4%).
2013 SCORP Recreation Survey: Frequency of Participation in Outdoor
Recreation
Figure 43. Statewide Participation Rates by Outdoor Activity (2013 SCORP)
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The participation rates confirm that outdoor recreation is an integral part of life in Washington’s
communities and a pervasive value in the Pacific Northwest. Research indicates that nature and
outdoor recreation have a significant positive impact on human health, both physical and mental.
Washington’s economy also benefits directly and indirectly from outdoor recreation through consumer
spending, tax revenue and jobs. To maximize the value of these benefits, the SCORP identifies the
issues that affect participation, supply and demand. In the 2013 SCORP, the greatest challenges
among recreation providers over the next five (5) years will be:
■
■
■
■

An increasing state population,
Changing demographics,
Unpredictable funding for facilities development and maintenance and
Access to outdoor recreation facilities and opportunities.

The 2013 SCORP Recommendations encourage local park and recreation service providers to:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Recognize a return to nature-based activities.
Understand that the top constraints to participation are social factors (not facilities or opportunities).
Capitalize on the social benefits of outdoor recreation.
Focus on increasing and/or improving recreation facilities and opportunities that support active
recreation.
Continue to offer diverse outdoor recreation activities and opportunities.
Take advantage of current technology by using a map-based information system to provide an inventory
of supply.
Recognize recreation types in which supply may not be meeting demand.
Focus on the capacity of facilities.
Consider the implications of changing demographics when making recreation decisions.
Prioritize regional funding allocations.
Foster collaboration and cooperation among user groups.
Understand that access issues encompass an array of physical and psychological issues.
Increase priority of wetlands management as a recreation asset. Based on scientific research and a
comprehensive planning process, these recommendations are intended to contribute knowledge and
guidance to the future development of outdoor recreation in Washington for the benefit of both
residents and the natural environment.

As part of the SCORP update process, local park and recreation providers were surveyed on the
relative importance of key issues and grouped into identified regional zones within the state to
highlight any unique needs for each geographic zone. While some differences in ranking occurred,
most regions shared top issues due to the economic slowdown and the political climate regarding
taxes.
■
■
■

Creating new partnerships is an important issue acknowledged by many providers to allow for the
pooling of resources and/or sharing of costs.
Maintenance of existing public parks and/or recreation facilities continues to face funding challenges
and increased pressure to provide for growing populations or new user groups.
Increasing public access is an important concern among recreation providers who work to keep facilities
open and available as well as accommodate a diverse public.
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From the 2013 SCORP, the broadest recommendation for all areas across Washington is to continue
the investment in outdoor recreation facilities and opportunities as the foundation for fulfilling the
needs and expectations for the benefit of both residents and the natural environment.

The 2014 Outdoor Participation Report
According to 2014 Outdoor Participation Report, published by the Outdoor Foundation in Boulder,
Colorado, participation in outdoor recreation, team sports and indoor fitness activities vary by an
individual’s age. Gender also plays a role in determining behaviors and participation trends.
More Participation Trends:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Outdoor activities are popular among children, especially among boys ages 11 to 15.
Participation rates drop for both males and females from ages 16 to 20. These rates climb back up
slightly for females into their early 20’s and males late 20’s before gradually declining throughout life.
Indoor fitness becomes the preferred activity among young women ages 16 to 20 and remains the most
popular form of activity. Males, however, favor outdoor activities until they are age 66 and older.
Almost one-quarter of all outdoor enthusiasts participated in outdoor activities at least twice per week.
Running, including jogging and trail running, was the most popular activity among Americans when
measured by number of participants and by number of total annual outings.
Walking for fitness is the most popular crossover activity. In 2013, 53 percent of outdoor enthusiasts
also walked.
The biggest motivator for outdoor participation was getting exercise.

Figure 44. 3-Year Change in Outdoor Recreation Participation of Youth (6-24) (2014 Outdoor Foundation)
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The 2013 State of the Industry Report
Recreation Management magazine’s 2013 State of the Industry Report listed the top 10 program
options most commonly planned for addition over the next three years, along with their positions (in
parentheses) in last year’s top 10 programs:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

Education programs (3)
Fitness programs (2)
Mind-body/balance programs like yoga and tai chi (4)
Day camps/summer camps (6)
Holiday events and other special events (n/a)
Environmental education (7)
Teen programming (2) Environmental education (10)
Active older adults programming (5)
Sports tournaments or races (10)
Sports training (n/a)

For most programming types, community centers are the ones most likely to be planning to add such
programs. There are a few exceptions. Parks are most likely to be planning to add: environmental
education; sports tournaments or races; individual sports activities; and water sports.
The same report indicated park systems that are planning to add features to their facilities in the next
three years list their top five planned amenities as:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Dog parks
Splash play areas
Trails
Park structures and
Playgrounds

Sports Trends: National Sporting Goods Association (2013)
The National Sporting Goods Association (NSGA) reported on participation levels in 47 sports
indicating that 32 sports experienced growth during 2012. Highlights from the 2013 NSGA
participation survey include:
■
■
■
■

■
■

Indoor gaming activities increased by an average of 11%.
Fitness sports each increased about 5%.
Snow sports had the steepest decrease participation level in 2012, dropping an average of 11%.
Shooting sports with firearms experienced more growth: hunting with firearms increased more than
18% with female participation up nearly 29%; target shooting with live ammunition increased by 10.9%
with female participation increasing by over 27%.
Team sports showed mixed results with participation lagging in basketball, baseball, ice hockey and
soccer and increases in lacrosse, softball and volleyball.
Tackle football experienced the largest team sport drop of nearly 13% decline in participation. Over half
the decline was in the 7-11 age group of those who might participate on an infrequent basis.
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■

Female participation in 40 of the 47 sports/activities has increased compared to only 11 sports showing
increased male participation.

Overall, the trend shows that participation in many sports is rebounding with some sports continuing
to struggle to attract new participation.

National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (2012)
The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) is a comprehensive survey that has
been collecting data and producing reports about the recreation activities, environmental attitudes
and natural resource values of Americans since the 1980s. The NSRE core focus is on outdoor activity
participation and personal demographics. The most recent 2012 NSRE reports the total number of
people participating in outdoor activities between 2000 and 2007 grew by 4.4% while the number of
days of participation increased by approximately 25 percent. Walking for pleasure grew by 14% and
continues to lead as the top favorite outdoor activity.
Nature-based activities, those associated with wildlife and natural settings, showed a discernible
growth in the number of people (an increase in 3.1% participation rate) and the number of days of
participation. American’s participation in nature-based outdoor recreation is increasing with viewing,
photographing, or otherwise observing nature clearly measured as the fastest growing type of naturebased recreation activity.
(U.S. Forest Service, National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (Athens, GA: Southern
Research Station, 2008). http://www.srs.fs.fed.us/trends.)

Public Parks and Health: The Trust for Public Land
Aside from the recreational activity and sports participation figures noted earlier in this Plan, a
number of organizations and non-profits have noted the overall health and wellness benefits provided
by parks, open space and trails. The Trust for Public Land published a report in 2005 called “The
Benefits of Parks: Why America Needs More City Parks and Open Space.” This report makes the
following observations about the health, economic, environmental and social benefits of parks and
open space.
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
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Physical activity makes people healthier.
Physical activity increases with access to parks.
Contact with the natural world improves physical and physiological health.
Residential and commercial property values increase.
Value is added to community and economic development sustainability.
Benefits of tourism are enhanced.
Trees are effective in improving air quality and act as natural air conditioners.
Trees assist with storm water control and erosion.
Crime and juvenile delinquency are reduced.
Recreational opportunities for all ages are provided.
Stable neighborhoods and strong communities are created.

Another significant, recent trend is that of the relationship between child development and access
to nature or nature play. Stemming from Richard Louv’s book “Last Child in the Woods,” a relative
network of organizations and agencies have come together to discuss the impacts of nature play and
seek funding and partnerships to facilitate ways to connect kids to their local environment. Recent
studies show that children are smarter, cooperative, happier and healthier when they have frequent
and varied opportunities for free and unstructured play in the out-of-doors, according to the Children
& Nature Network, a national non-profit organization working to reconnect children with nature and
co-founded by Louv.

Outdoor Industries Association
The 2013 Outdoor Industries Association produces reports on the outdoor recreation economy for the
entire country and for each state. The most recent OIA report reveals that at least 63% of Washington
residents participate in outdoor recreation each year. This figure does not include the participants in
hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing which are estimated separately. “Americans want and deserve
access to a variety of quality places to play and enjoy the great outdoors. Outdoor recreation can grow
jobs and drive the economy if we manage and invest in parks, waters and trails as an interconnected
system designed to sustain economic dividends for America.” In Washington State, outdoor recreation
generates $22.5 billion in consumer spending, creates 227,000 direct jobs and results in $1.6 billion
in state and local tax revenue. Preserving access to outdoor recreation protects the economy, the
businesses, the communities and the people who depend on the ability to play outside.

Economic Analysis of Outdoor Recreation in Washington (2015)
Released in January 2015, this economic assessment study quantifies the contribution of outdoor
recreation to Washington State’s economy and way of life. Prepared by Earth Economics, the report
states that “the benefits of Washington’s outdoor recreation industry go beyond supporting jobs
to include creating a way of life. It is estimated that Washingtonians, on average, spend 56 days a
year recreating outdoors. According to the recreation surveys and public land records used in this
study, there were a total of about 446 million participant days a year spent on outdoor recreation in
Washington, resulting in $21.6 billion dollars in annual expenditures.”
The study revealed that expenditures were highest for recreation associated with public waters which
includes a number of activities with high trip and equipment expenditures, especially motorized
boating. Special events such as sports tournaments and races, which generally involve fees and attract
overnight stays were ranked second in expenditures, followed by recreation on private lands, which
includes expensive recreation activities such as golf, skiing and off-highway vehicle riding and hunting,
which often occur on private timberland. Local parks are the most common place for people to visit as
well as the most accessible and least costly destination.
Of particular relevance to Clark County, the study results show that outdoor recreation markets play
an important role for bridging urban and rural communities. The outdoor recreation market is one of
the largest markets in the state for moving income from urban to rural areas and building sustainable
jobs in rural communities. The dynamics of the redistribution of wealth between the place of origin to
the destination for recreation are important to many rural counties.
The report also recognizes that the value of outdoor recreation goes beyond its traditional economic
contribution. Benefits included the general improved quality of life people get from engaging in
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outdoor recreation (improved physical health, lower health care costs, reduced juvenile crime, less work
absenteeism) and from the ecosystem services recreational lands provide. Trees, water and animals
provide ecosystem goods and services has been measured to contribute a combined total estimated
value of between $134 billion and $248 billion a year. The economic analysis report concludes that
“investment in outdoor recreation yields tremendous results.”

Core Community Interests
During the process of gathering community input from meetings, survey, open houses and submitted
comments, a number of public interests were expressed for desired future facilities. Without ranking
any priority or importance, these public interests were sorted into four basic categories: acquisition,
development, additions / improvements, operational / staffing. The resultant “wish list” offers an
overview of the range of public interests for future public park and recreation facilities.
Figure 45. Community “Wish List” Items from Public Process
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Operational/Staffing

Demand for Parks
Across the stakeholder group interviews, open houses and
submitted public comments, the key priorities for local and
regional parks identified the need for greater accessibility to
parks. This concern including providing greater access and
recreation options for an aging population, closing gaps in
service areas by providing urban parks where no current park
facility is within walking distance and providing additional
parking capacity. The desire for additional amenities within
parks included more benches, more attractive play features for
children, more dog waste stations, water features such as splash
pads and spray parks, more off-leash dog areas and greater
wayfinding through signs, marketing, website information and
mapping. The need for greater access to water-based recreation
for swimming and boating was also voiced. Park advocates
also expressed the desire to enhance existing parks with added
amenities such as disc golf, skateboarding, mountain biking and
BMX facilities.

Community discussion at open house meeting

Demand for Trails
The need for implementing the connection of existing regional trails by closing gaps and building
proposed trail alignments weighed strongly across all aspects of public input. As the amenity that
supports the most broadly used form of outdoor recreation, trails provide safe and enjoyable venues for
walking and biking. Equestrians, bikers, runners, hikers and walkers all expressed the desire to extend
the current trail system and add more trailhead parking and restrooms to the regional trail system.
Trails in natural areas were ranked as the most desirable type of trail setting. Additional emphasis
was placed on providing safe connections where trail gaps currently exist. Connecting regional
trails to residential areas and schools through a local trail system was also stressed. Acquisition and
development of walking and biking trails was the highest priority for future planning expressed in the
open houses and by the parks advisory board. The directive from the majority of public input was to
focus on connecting the gaps between existing regional trail segments to “get more bang for the buck”.
Key trail segments that were specifically identified included:
■
■
■
■
■
■

Vancouver Lake Trail connection to Burnt Bridge Creek Trail
Frenchmans Bar Trail/Vancouver Lake Trail to downtown Vancouver
Frenchmans Bar Trail/Vancouver Lake Trail to Ridgefield NWR
Lacamas Lake Trail to Green Mountain
Lacamas Lake Trail westward to Burnt Bridge Creek Trail
Chelatchie Prairie Trail to Battle Ground

Stakeholders also stressed the value of continuing engagement with volunteer-based trail
organizations and other service groups to provide resources for building and maintaining existing and
future trails in the county and its parks. Wayfinding signs and better directional and informational
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access to trails was identified including street signs, trail markers and web-based mapping. Through
all public engagement activities, the need to provide additional staffing resources focused on trail
planning and grant writing was both recognized and recommended.

Demand for Sport & Recreation Facilities
County residents also expressed their desires for more recreational amenities in the park system.
Specialized user groups including sport leagues, equestrian groups, disc golf enthusiasts, mountain
bike and BMX recreationists and dog owners all shared their ideas for enhancing and adding to
existing county recreation facilities. Every user group expressed the need for more amenities to serve
the growing popularity of their activity and the growing county population. Each of these specialized
groups also expressed willingness to assist with volunteer resources to advance the implementation of
their particular facility improvements.
Sport league representatives acknowledged the value of the recent addition of the Luke Jensen Sports
Complex. While there was consensus on the facility’s value, the need for a regional sports complex
that could accommodate statewide tournaments was expressed across all the participating leagues.
The demand for sports fields with all-weather surfacing was clearly indicated through all outreach
avenues. Lacrosse arose as a growing sport in the Pacific Northwest and has arrived in Clark County.
The County Parks Division already has numerous partnerships in place with sport leagues regarding
the development, care and operations of sport fields. These partnerships with sports leagues also
include those leagues providing volunteer hours and operating the leagues team’s schedules, general
programming and concessions. To help facilitate the collaboration of all the active sport leagues in
the county to leverage public and private resources, the formation of a regional or county-wide sports
council was proposed. Having county parks take a lead role in initiating that sports council was
also strongly suggested. The sport leagues advocated for the use of county parks limited resources to
provide “seed money” for organizations to use to garner private grant and funding support to help
build sport fields and, eventually, a future regional sport tournament-sized complex.
Other outdoor recreation facilities were proposed through various enthusiasts during the public
outreach period. Equestrian groups sought more trails and requested consideration for a public/private
event arena dedicated to equestrian uses. Disc golf groups have already engaged the county to add
a disc golf course at Frenchman’s Bar Park and propose additional courses in the county to provide
a wider distribution of recreation opportunities. Mountain biking groups are already active in the
Yacolt Burn State Forests and Lacamas Park and expressed their need for more opportunities to ride
trails designed for mountain bikes as well as biking connections to multiple trail experiences such as
Lacamas Park to Green Mountain (currently an undeveloped regional park). BMX enthusiasts shared
the value of their sport, particularly for youth development and the potential for partnering with the
county to add facilities within the county park system. Off-leash dog areas came up repeatedly as a
desired amenity during the various public outreach activities. This activity has seen significant growth
over the last decade as reflected by the popularity at Pacific Park’s Dakota Memorial Dog Park and
the Ross substation off-leash area. DOGPAW is a local volunteer-run organization that has partnered
with county parks to accept responsibilities for some of the care and maintenance for off-leash areas
within several parks.
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Focus on Future Facilities
During the open houses, the ranking of future priorities expressed the highest need for the acquisition
and development of walking and biking trails, a similar result to the online survey. Open house
participants also acknowledged the need to acquire new park land and open space. This need was
expressed slightly more than the basic need to focus on improvements and maintenance of existing
parks and facilities. The desire to provide parks and trails within walking distance of residential areas
weighed strongly in the online survey. Water access for swimming, paddling, boating and fishing as
well as playgrounds and splash pads also surfaced to the upper priorities for facilities that should
be added or enhanced in the future. In the allocation of the hypothetical $100 budget to prioritize
investments across multiple facilities (see Figure 42), the survey respondents followed their first and
second choices (mentioned above) with a combination of “other” priorities that included equestrian
trails, mountain biking facilities, off-leash areas, pickleball courts and disc golf courses. More than
one-fourth of the budget allocation was directed to acquisition of new park land and open space
with the construction of new sports fields being allocated with over one fifth of the budget resources.
Clark County residents expressed numerous desires and demands for more outdoor recreational
opportunities and demonstrated the value they place on the contribution of the park, trail and
recreation system to their quality of life.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Clark County residents recognize the many benefits of parks trails, open space and recreation facilities
and desire to continue to provide parks and conserving open spaces. Parks, trails and recreation
facilities support healthy lifestyles, protect ecosystem services, enhance economic activities and sustain
a strong sense of community. The PROS Plan goals and recommendations described in this chapter
represent the highest priorities for the next six years and beyond for achieving the vision and mission
of the county park system.

Vision
Clark County Parks & Recreation strengthens a high quality of life for the entire community.

Mission
Meeting community needs by providing an interconnected system of parks, trails, recreation
facilities, and natural areas that support environmental stewardship, diverse recreational
opportunities and economic development.
To achieve the vision of enhancing and strengthening Clark County’s quality of life through a diverse
and interconnected parks system, the parks plan make specific recommendations for each of the
ten goals based on both the technical assessment and public engagement directing the future of the
county park system. Specific action items may direct the need for new policies and practices, expanded
programs or capital proposed projects.
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Goals and Recommendations
Goal 1: Forge strong public, private and non-profit partnerships.
■
■

■

■

■

Develop partnerships with public and private organizations to increase parks
and recreation opportunities.
Initiate the formation of a regional sports council to actively advocate for
a regional sports complex to create a tournament level facility and provide
valuable recreation and economic benefits.
Collaborate with other agencies in developing and operating parks and
recreational facilities for the regional population, such as water access, trails
and regional parks.
Cooperate with other public and private agencies, as well as with private
landowners, to acquire and conserve land and other resources to provide
quality park and recreation facilities.
Facilitate active partnerships with schools, ports and utilities to help
implement regional trails connections and safe routes to parks.

The county recognizes that local government cannot achieve all its goals independently of other
agencies or organizations, whether public, private or nonprofit. Partnerships are necessary for all
stakeholders to be more effective at leveraging their limited resources to achieve a significant goal.
That collective impact from joining forces through strong relationships has already allowed the
County Parks Division to complete more projects and program forward more effectively. Continuing
this practice and enhancing its strength and value through extending the reach to more partners
will be the most powerful tool for implementing the proposed PROS Plan for the future of the park
system.
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Goal 2: Promote and market the county’s parks system.
■

■
■
■
■
■

■
■

Promote Clark County as an outdoor recreation and tourism destination by
effectively marketing the county’s parks, trails, special facilities, open spaces
and natural resources.
Establish a brand identity for Clark County Parks, with a consistent look and
feel to educational and promotional materials.
Produce mapping and ‘wayfinding’ for parks and trails that reflects the county
parks identity and adds value to the park and trail user’s experience.
Enhance the county parks web presence with active engagement of social
media.
Incorporate park and trail mapping and “wayfinding” into the county park
website.
Engage CVTV to produce a series of park and trail stories that serve to inform
the community about the variety of outdoor recreation resources available in
the county.
Engage local media more actively to report on county parks activities, events,
volunteer work parties, etc.
Actively engage in and support Intertwine Alliance activities and events to
capture the value of collaboration across organizations and agencies in the
metropolitan region.

The County will need to reach beyond the traditional governmental practices for sharing messages
and communicating its mission and goals to its partners and the public. Without the value of an
effective public image, readily-available park system information and current updates on projects and
progress, the parks system may continue to be under-appreciated and under-utilized by a large sector
of the population. An effective communications and outreach program will be multi-faceted, highly
responsive, interactive and flexible to help promote the park system and encourage community support.
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Goal 3: Embrace a balanced strategy for achieving a comprehensive parks system.
■

Pursue land acquisition to provide geographically accessible regional parks and
an equitable distribution of urban parks.
•

■

Preserve the region’s scenic beauty through protected open space areas and
corridors and provide outdoor recreation, where appropriate.
•

•

■

Collaborate actively with Legacy Lands and Conservation Futures programs and the
Columbia Land Trust and other conservation organizations to link open spaces and
parks.
Connect greenways for riparian conservation and regional trail connections.

Continue implementing the Regional Trail and Bikeway Systems Plan
and coordinate with public and private stakeholders to develop a trails and
bikeways network.
•

■

Acquire nine additional park sites within the urban unincorporated area PIF Districts
in the 6-year capital facilities plan (CFP)

Collaborate with other jurisdictions to capture outside funding to close trail gaps.

Open discussions with parks and recreation agencies to identify high priority
projects across city jurisdictions to jointly seek funding and otherwise
collaborate on their implementation.

The urban unincorporated area containing the Greater Clark Parks District offers parks, trails and
recreation facilities to the majority of the UUA population. Despite the number of developed and the
locations of undeveloped (future) parks, there are still significant areas within the UUA where parks
are not within reach of many residents. The map below illustrates how the walking area of ½-mile
is determined for existing parks to depict residential neighborhoods with parks within reasonable
walking distance. Those gaps between service areas show how many residents do not have parks nearby.
The parks plan recommends
acquiring properties in those
service area gaps to help create
the interconnected system of
parks, trails and open space
and to ensure geographic
equity in the distribution of
public recreation facilities.
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Goal 4: Ensure equity & access to parks, trails and facilities for a healthy community.
■

Accessibility: Follow the Americans with Disabilities Act and incorporate
ADA Accessibility Guidelines to ensure equal and maximum accessibility for
all users.
•

■

Parks: Offer a range of active and passive recreation experiences for diverse age
groups, interests and abilities.
•

■

•
•
•

Add more trailhead parking and restrooms to existing and future trails.
Connect more residents to urban parks and regional trails through implementation of
GCPD local trail projects.
Implement the 2010 Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan.
Ensure coordination between Public Works and Parks projects to capture trail
enhancement opportunities.

Water Access: Provide safe and appropriate water access for recreation and
education and to inspire appreciation and stewardship of aquatic resources and
habitat.
•

•

■

Continue to develop urban parks and regional park facilities to provide more outdoor
recreation opportunities to the county’s diverse population of park users.

Trail System: Promote active lifestyles by providing more trail connections and
coordinating with other jurisdictions and providers to create a seamless system.
•

■

Expand potential on-street parking for neighborhood parking to provide access to
more seniors and families with small children.

Coordinate with public and private stakeholders to provide additional access for
fishing, wading, swimming and non-motorized and motorized boating where
appropriate, including enhancements to water trails.
Improve existing publicly owned water access sites to address safety and disabled
accessibility issues.

Urban walkability: Promote safe pedestrian and bicycle routes during
development review to encourage connectivity between parks, trails, schools
and businesses.
•
•
•

A Safe Routes to Parks program should be initiated to help advocate for safer street
connections to urban and regional parks and trails.
Enact development code changes (Title 40) that encourage and ensure safer bike and
pedestrian standards.
Ensure that new developments provide reasonable connections to parks.

The level of service assessment for the county’s urban park system
revealed significant gaps in readily accessible parks for its urban
residents. Large swaths of the unincorporated urban area lack any park,
trail or special facility within walking distance. Closing these gaps will
require new land acquisitions for future parks, connecting gaps in the
regional and local trail system and coordinating with transportation
improvements to ensure walkable and safe neighborhoods that connect
to urban parks. The goal of equity and access is served by building the
interconnected system of parks, trails and recreation facilities.

Clark County, WA

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

PREPARED BY:
Alta Planning + Design
October 2010

82

Goal 5: Provide recreational opportunities for the entire community.
■

Offer parks, trails and sports fields and support services to accommodate the
needs of various existing users and future users with population growth and
demographic changes.
•
•
•

■

Explore new recreational trends and engage in partnerships with user groups
to develop, operate and maintain specialized facilities.
•

■

Continue to engage and support user groups that build and maintain special facilities:
trails, off-leash areas, disc golf course, BMX/pump track, mountain biking trails,
equestrian facilities, etc.

Prioritize facility development based on demonstrated demand, population
served, regional appeal, fiscal opportunity and revenue-generating potential.
•
•
•

■

Finish six GCPD neighborhood park development projects (in 6-year CFP)
Develop the acquired urban park lands into parks to help provide recreational
amenities for more residential neighborhoods.
Acquire additional land within service area gaps to address underserved populations
where parks are most needed.

Develop the CFP priorities to complete GCPD parks.
Design and build undeveloped urban parks to continue closing gaps in service areas.
Facilitate private group investment in facility development that adds value to public
park uses, such as equestrian facilities or BMX/pump tracks.

Expand sports fields by acquiring additional sites and providing all-season
designs.
•
•
•

Forge stronger partnerships through the facilitation of a county-wide sports council
with a collaborative revenue building model.
Provide seed money to initiate faster resource acquisition for more fields and allweather surfacing.
Develop partnerships with other agencies, both public and private, for providing
recreation programs and facilities in the urban area.

The priority projects in the six-year capital facilities plan expand the range of recreational
opportunities for more residents. The county park system needs to continually implement projects that
provide outdoor recreation value to the entire community.
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Goal 6: Be responsible, effective stewards of public lands and finances.
■

■

■
■
■
■
■
■

Prioritize project implementation to leverage the highest valued benefits
(“most bang for the buck”) such as short gaps between existing built trails to
create longer more usable connections.
Incorporate sustainability and low impact development into design,
development and maintenance of the county park system and be a leader in
sustainable building practices.
Use innovative and cost-effective methods to build, maintain, operate and
promote the parks, recreation, and open space system.
Cooperate with other county departments and neighboring jurisdictions to
identify and conserve open space.
Integrate user counts and surveys into regular operational practices to improve
customer service and provide useful data for securing grants.
Initiate a volunteer camp host program to increase parks’ presence and
hospitality at community and regional parks.
Investigate feasibility of incorporating security patrols or park ranger program
to ensure safety of park and trail users and protect facility infrastructure.
Continually seek new opportunities to increase revenues and control expenses.

A regional park partnership project provides an illustration of effective stewardship through
the story of the lower daybreak property, an extension of Daybreak Regional Park. The site was
purchased in 2002 in partnership with the Columbia Land Trust. Since that acquisition, County
Parks, Department of Environmental Services Growing Green and Legacy Lands programs have
coordinated to implement several restoration and water quality improvement projects to enhance
the riparian corridors, create fish habitat and stabilize the streambank. Additional partners from the
AmeriCorps Volunteer program and Fish First helped with labor, grant funding and project planning.
The undeveloped portions of the site are being actively managed for hay, providing vegetation control
and reduced county maintenance costs. In 2010, after extensive public engagement, a master plan for
the regional park was adopted by the county commissioners. Site development for these regional park
facilities will require additional partnerships to combine resources for project implementation.

--- insert lower daybreak MP graphic ---
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Goal 7: Preserve our historic and cultural heritage.
Protect and improve historic and cultural features through design approaches
for existing and newly acquired park and trail sites.
■ Partner with historical organizations to enlist volunteer-based interpretation
programs in parks and along trails.
■ Develop an ongoing program to preserve, restore and interpret historic and
cultural resources.
■ Collaborate with area historic preservation agencies.
■

Existing Administration Building

Existing Entry

NE 78th Street

Proposed Greenhouses
Potential Farmer’s Market

Future Multi-Use
Building

Proposed Parking
Proposed Parking

Silo
Enhanced Wetland

Boardwalk
Future Entry Pavilion

Possible Road Alignment

Proposed Parking
Vehicular Turn Around

Based on recent public
comment on the
concept plans, the
master plan may
incorporate or continue
to incorporate the
following elements:
•

An agricultural based
community learning and
historic interpretation
building

•

Staff offices for the
WSU Extension

•

Community Gardens

•

Food Bank garden plots

•

Farmers Market

•

Certified organic garden

•
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•
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•

Historic wooden stave
silo and interpretive area

•

Retain existing utility
easements and wells

•

Potential future cross
circulation road

Enhanced Wetland
Interpretive Node

Gravel Road

The Clark County 78th Street Heritage Farm offers
a prime example of how parks can play a role in the
preservation of historic and cultural heritage. In 1873,
the county operated a poor farm on the 100-acre site
then converted a portion of the site into a research and
experimental farm through a lease with Washington
State College. In 1949, a 21-acre portion of the
property became cemetery and county park (Hazel
Dell Community Park) while the main site was deeded
to Washington State College (now WSU) for its
experimental agricultural station. In 2008, the county
reassumed property ownership and still maintains a
partnership with Washington State University. The
property consists of 79 acres in Hazel Dell and, in
2010, was approved to be maintained as an accessible,
agricultural, recreational, community-based asset that
will reflect the area’s history. Plans are in progress to
coordinate efforts that can connect the resources of
Hazel Dell Community Park and Heritage Farm.
Future improvements can enhance the farm and park
user experience and add value to the community’s
outdoor recreation and cultural resources.
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Nearly all respondents (99.0%) noted that Clark County's parks and recreation servic
important to the community’s quality of life. No gender or age based differences wer

Goal 8: Maintain and enhance parks and Howwouldyoudescribetheroleofparksandrecreationinthe
recreation facilities.
county'squalityoflife?
1%

■
■
■
■
■
■

Use best practices and invest in preventative maintenance.
12%
Coordinate with trail groups to develop and maintain
trail projects.
Promote volunteerism to enhance community ownership and stewardship Essentialtothequalityoflifehere
of
Importantbutnotcritical
parks, trails and natural areas.
Moreofaluxurythatwedon’tneed
Seek higher levels of general fund support for operations and maintenanceDon'tKnow
of
regional parks.
Advocate for allocations of fiscal resources, such as REET, to be designated to
87%
parks for capital projects.
Collaborate with Transportation’s sidewalk program to implement safer routes
to parks and better access.

A majority of respondents (83%) rated the quality of the maintenance and upkeep of
County parks (Q3) as good or very good.

County parks has continually strived to
provide the highest level of maintenance
given available resources. The survey
indicates a high level of customer
satisfaction with the exhibited care of
park facilities. However, the system will
require continued support not only for
regular maintenance and operations but
also for significant capital repairs as the
system ages and wears out from heavy use.
To ensure adequate asset management,
basic upkeep and the addition of facilities
that enhance parks and recreation
facilities, expanded fiscal resources are
necessary. While outside volunteer groups
and support from other organizations
certainly contribute to the resources to
maintain and enhance existing facilities,
a secure commitment from the county
for increased fiscal support for parks is
recommended. The public infrastructure
of parks, trails and outdoor recreation
facilities must be adequately sustained for
future generations.
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15%

24%
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

59%
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Goal 9: Serve the community and develop a dynamic, effective organization.
■

■

■
■
■

Develop capital facilities plans to ensure adequate improvement and expansion
of parks, trails, special facilities and natural areas to serve existing and future
populations.
Involve Clark County residents in planning and programming for the parks
system and provide effective community outreach to increase public awareness
and support.
Support staff training and development to promote the use of best practices
and new technologies.
Encourage Parks Advisory Board enrichment for fine-tuning members’
leadership and advocacy efforts.
Advocate for additional staff resources to enable efforts on collaborating,
planning and revenue generation.

The parks division and parks advisory board are working together to foster the best service for
providing parks and recreation opportunities to the community. While both groups are relatively
young, their commitment to excellence is apparent. Both staff and PAB members will benefit from
additional resources to assist in the implement of the PROS Plan.

Goal 10: Seek adequate funding to meet community needs.
■
■
■
■
■

Develop and maintain funding for acquisition, development, operation and
maintenance of parks, recreation facilities and trails.
Actively seek innovative funding methods and use alternate methods, where
feasible, to enhance efficient and effective operations.
Consider stabilizing the Greater Clark Parks District’s finances by protecting
the maximum levy rate of 25 cents per $1,000 of assessed value.
Aggressively pursue state, federal and private grant resources to leverage local
funding sources.
Partner more expansively with the Parks Foundation of Clark County to
encourage sponsorship of specific park and trail projects with private funding.

Park project implementation has a long track record of obtaining outside funding from state and
federal grants to help leverage local resources for successful results. Over a 43 year period, acquisition
projects received over $12 million in financial assistance from state and federal grant programs.
Averaged across that time period, the contribution could be calculated as $284,660 per year. For park
development projects over $8.5 million in financial assistance has helped build parks and recreation
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facilities in the county since 1976. If those grant programs continue and the county is successful at
the same rate, approximately $250,000 per year could provide support for park and trail development
projects. However, even with this successful grant support, parks and trails will require more assistance
to reach an acceptable rate of completion to serve the county population.
Figure 46. Summary of Grant Funding for Clark County Park Projects by Type

Project type

History

Averages

Acquisition

43 years

$284,660 peryear

Development

33 years

$261,739 peryear

Fish/Restoration

12 years

$82,169 peryear

Time Period

Totals

1972Ͳ2015

$12,240,397

1976Ͳ2009

$8,637,388

2002Ͳ2014

$986,028

The Greater Clark Parks District is a junior district (included with libraries and fire districts) among
the taxing districts in the county that assess levies on property tax. With voter approved rate of up to
$0.27/$1,000 assessed value, the revenues could provide sufficient support of the original parks and
facilities identified in the 2005 metropolitan parks district (MPD) levy. However, when senior taxing
districts are affected by pro-rationing due to lowering assessed property values, the GCPD is the first
district subject to pro-rationing. As the past recession demonstrated, collected revenues can drop to
insufficient levels for supporting parks operations and maintenance. The MPD can protect $0.25 of
the $0.27 levy to exclude that amount from the effects of pro-rationing and secure reliable operations
and maintenance funding, if it is passed by popular vote. If approved the protection would be in place
for six years. This plan recommends that the MPD Board consider seeking the protection of park
revenue.
With clear evidence from numerous studies across the state and the nation that outdoor recreation
provides for economic benefits, implementing park, trail and recreation facility projects is a good
financial investment.
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IMPLEMENTATION

9

“Gaps in regional trails need to be connected.
Especially the second phase of the Chelatchie
Prairie Railroad Trail into Battle Ground.”
- Community member comment
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IMPLEMENTATION
The goals, recommendations and proposed projects that have been advanced in this comprehensive
parks plan put forward an extensive array of capital and non-capital projects to enhance and secure
the future of the county park system. The sum total of all the projects, partnerships and programs
far exceeds the Parks Division’s staffing and funding capacity. All proposed timelines are dependent
on a combination of community support, outside funding resources and Division staff capacity. To
provide some degree of success, proposed capital projects have been identified as higher priority
through the 6-year capital facilities plan or assigned as lower priority of the 20-year capital facilities
plan. Implementation of all the proposed projects is highly unlikely given limited resources; however,
all the listed projects will add value to the county park system and its community of users. The
capital facilities plan includes future projects that exceed existing resources to be posed for capturing
opportunities to quality for grant support and support budgetary requests. Each project will move
forward when, and if, adequate funding resources become available.

Project Priorities
The comprehensive planning process included a detailed inventory and assessment process to
determine the current and future needs of the park, trail and recreation system. The cost of meeting
the adopted standards and public expectations for the park system exceeds the county’s fiscal resources.
A variety of funding mechanisms will be required, including revenue from park impact fees, real estate
excise taxes, GCPD revenues, Conservation Futures, grants, donations and private financial support.
Partnerships with other agencies and organizations will be critical to leverage each entity’s limited
resources for assisting in project implementation. The entire Capital Facilities Plan (Appendix A)
identifies each project, its anticipated cost (if known), the proposed timeline and potential funding
sources. The higher priority projects are listed in the 6-year capital facilities plan and the longer term
projects with a lower priority comprise the 20-year capital facilities plan.

The Urban Park System Priorities
In direct coordination with the park system level of services assessments that determined the need
for additional facilities and the corresponding public demand, the 6-year CFP (see Figure 47)
identifies a number of urban park acquisitions (14 new sites, one site expansion) and developments
(13 projects) to provide a more equitable distribution of park facilities to urban unincorporated area
residents. The park development projects include those remaining parks that were identified as part
of the establishment of the Greater Clark Parks District) in 2005. Local trails within the GCPD
are expanded in the 6-year CFP through seven alignment acquisitions and nine trail development
projects. Many of these proposed trail projects were also part of the original intent of the GCPD
development program. The 6-year CFP identifies special facilities including five sports field projects,
one off-leash area and a BMX facility. These improvements may be located within existing or future
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park lands or on separate sites. Non-capital projects listed within the 6-year CFP involve planning
needs that support the plan recommendations and the execution of identified programs. The six-year
CFP for the UUA park system totals 71 proposed projects.
Figure 47. 6-Year Capital Facilities Summary for the Urban Unincorporated Area by Project Type

High Priority UUA Projects by Category
UrbanParkAcquisitions

15
NewParkSitesͲ14

CommunityParkExpansionͲ1
UrbanParkDevelopments

13

GCPDNeighborhoodParksͲ6
GCPDCommunityParkͲ1
CommunityPark:Phase2Ͳ2
CommunityParkParkingExpansionͲ1
GCPDNeighborhoodPark:Phase2Ͳ1
CommunityPark:Phase1Ͳ2
UrbanAreaTrailAcquisitions

7
GreenwaysͲ2
TrailAlignmentsͲ5

UrbanAreaTrailDevelopments

9

TrailGapConnectionsͲ8
VolunteerProjectSupportͲ1
UrbanParkImprovements

15

ADAAccessImprovements
PlaygroundReplacements

Across the UUA, the 6-year CFP
identifies significant projects with costs
totaling over $38 million. (see Figure
48) While park impact fees (PIF) can
cover the bulk of the acquisition needs,
the public share requirement (see
Appendix F for requirements details),
dictates that PIF funds cannot be the
sole source of funding for providing new
parks. The current balance in PIF funds
(as of April 2015) is $12,120,847 with
$9,777,133 designated for acquisition,
$847,959 assigned to development and
$1,495,755 in a combined acquisition
and development account. A shortfall of
$26,082,998 presents a challenge to the
county to achieve its project goals within
six years. Other revenue and financial
resources will be needed to overcome this
deficit.

UpgradedShelters
CapitalRepairs
CampHostPadsͲ3
ConservationAreaAcquisitions

1

SalmonCreekLowerGreenway
SpecialFacilityImprovements

7
SportFieldProjectsͲ5
OffLeashAreasͲ1
BMXFacilityͲ1

UrbanAreaPlanning

4
SafeRoutestoParks
SystemͲwideMaps
Business/OrganizationalPlan
ComprehensivePlanupdate
TOTALUUAPROJECTS

71

See Appendix A for details regarding the Capital Facilities Plans
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Figure 48. 6-Year Capital Facilities Costs for the Urban Unincorporated Area by Project Type

Urban Unincorporated Area (UUA) System
UrbanParkAcquisitions

CFP Estimate
$8,610,000

UrbanParkDevelopments

$10,578,103

UrbanAreaTrailAcquisitions

$3,580,742

UrbanAreaTrailDevelopments

$6,030,000

UrbanParkImprovements

$560,000

ConservationAreaAcquisitions

$400,000

SpecialFacilityImprovements

$8,235,000

UrbanAreaPlanning

$210,000
TOTAL $38,203,845

The UUA 20-year CFP identifies the wide range of 42 projects that are important and valuable
to the future of the park system but do not represent the highest priorities for more immediate
implementation. Should opportunities arise in a shorter time frame thatRegional
provide System
the necessary
resources for implementation, certain 20-year projects could be advancedRegionalParkAcquisitions
more rapidly. The 20RegionalParkDevelopments
year CFP represents the continuation of efforts to provide adequate facilities
for the growing urban
RegionalParkImprovement/Repair
area population to meet the adopted standards for the park system and provide the facilities being
RegionalTrailAcquisitions
demanded by the residents.

RegionalTrailDevelopment/Improvements

Figure 49. 20-Year Capital Facilities Summary for the Urban Unincorporated Area by Project Type

SpecialFacilityDevelopment

20-Year UUA Projects by Category
UrbanParkAcquisitions

SpecialFacilityAcquisition
RegionalPlanning

18

NewNeighborhoodParkSitesͲ12

Conservation/OpenSpaceAcquisitions
ConservationFuturesPartnerships

NewCommunityParkSitesͲ6
UrbanParkDevelopments

13

ExistingNeighborhoodParkSitesͲ9
CommunityParkSitesͲ4
UrbanAreaTrailAcquisitions

2

TrailConnections/ExtensionsͲ2
UrbanAreaTrailDevelopments

2

TrailConnections/ExtensionsͲ2
RecreationFacilitiesAcquisition

1

RecreationCenterͲ1
RecreationFacilitiesDevelopment

1

RecreationCenterͲ1
SpecialFacilitiesDevelopment

5

HeritageFarmDevelopment,LevelIIIͲ1
OffLeashAreaSitesͲ3
LakeRiver/VancouverLakeWaterTrailAccessͲ1
TOTALUUAPROJECTS

42

Since the 20-year CFP proposes projects with more distant implementation time frames, the
estimates costs may increase significantly. Within the UUA, over $86 million would be needed to
complete all the 42 listed projects.
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The Regional Park System Priorities
Directly correlated with the regional park system assessments that determined the need for additional
facilities and the corresponding public demand, the 6-year CFP identifies five regional park land
acquisitions and six regional park developments with a number of improvements within existing
regional parks to enhance operations,
Figure 50. 6-Year Capital Facilities Summary for the Regional System by Type
user experiences, asset management and
High Priority Regional Projects by Category
public safety. The 6-year CFP identifies
RegionalParkAcquisitions
5
six regional trail acquisitions to provide
NewParkSitesͲ2
the land for making future connections
AdditionstoExistingParksͲ2
and three trail development projects to
TrustLandsTransferͲ1
link the gaps connecting trail segments.
RegionalParkDevelopments
6
Two proposed development projects are
Phase1DevelopmentsͲ3
designed to support the regional trail
RedevelopmentͲ1
system: a camp host pad at a trailhead
RenovationͲ1
and signage program. Special facilities
FacilityAdditionͲ1
acquisition and development projects
RegionalParkImprovement/Repair
8
focus primarily on addressing more
CampHostPads
sports field facilities. Planning projects
BridgeMaintenance
involve master planning for regional
WayfindingSignage
parks (mostly undeveloped) to provide
ADA&CapitalRepairs
design and direction for their future
Spray/SplashPad&OLAAddition
development. Combining park system
PavementPreservation
and conservation lands projects in the
RegionalTrailAcquisitions
6
6-year CFP totals 62 projects.
EasementsͲ3

PartnershipͲ1
AdditionalLandsͲ2
RegionalTrailDevelopment/Improvements

5

TrailSegmentProjectsͲ3
CampHostPadͲ1
SignageProgramͲ1
SpecialFacilityAcquisition

2
SportsComplexͲ2

SpecialFacilityDevelopment

4
SportFieldsͲ3
BoathouseͲ1

RegionalPlanning

6
MasterPlansͲ4
MasterPlanUpdateͲ1
ComprehensivePlanupdateͲ1

Conservation/OpenSpaceAcquisitions

9

Greenways&RiparianCorridors
ConservationFuturesPartnerships

16
TrailAlignments

GreenwayAdditions
Restorations
Park&OpenSpaceConnectingLands
TOTALREGIONALPROJECTS

62
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Estimate

8,610,000

10,578,103

3,580,742

6,030,000

560,000

400,000

8,235,000

210,000

38,203,845
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The 62 regional 6-year CFP projects span the range of tasks from acquisitions through development
and include major renovations, enhancements and repairs. Keeping the regional park system safe,
viable and expanded to serve all county residents are key criteria to the selected projects. The estimated
costs of capital projects in the 6-year CFP totals over $79 million. At this time, the only source of
existing revenue to accomplish some of these goals (primarily acquisition) is Conservation Futures
funds. REET funding is currently being fully allocated to the county’s existing debt service payments.
As future REET revenues exceed the debt payment requirement, the allocation of REET revenues
toward park funding will be important to help narrow the program funding gap. Significant amounts
of other revenue will be necessary from local and outside funding sources.
Figure 51. 6-Year Capital Facilities Costs for the Regional System by Project Type

Regional System

CFP Estimate

RegionalParkAcquisitions

$22,300,000

RegionalParkDevelopments

$10,570,000

RegionalParkImprovement/Repair

$4,765,000

RegionalTrailAcquisitions

$4,720,000

RegionalTrailDevelopment/Improvements

$3,025,000

SpecialFacilityAcquisition

$9,000,000

SpecialFacilityDevelopment

$5,910,000

RegionalPlanning

$415,000

Conservation/OpenSpaceAcquisitions

$18,325,000

ConservationFuturesPartnerships

ͲͲ
TOTAL $79,030,000

The regional 20-year CFP identifies the wide range of 30 projects that are important and valuable
to the future of the park system, but do not represent the highest priorities for more immediate
implementation. When opportunities arise that provide the necessary resources for implementation,
certain 20-year regional projects may be advanced. The regional 20-year CFP represents the
continuation of efforts to provide adequate facilities for the growing county-wide population to meet
the needs for the regional park system and provide the facilities being requested by residents of Clark
County. The participation of local cities will be a key to success in providing some resources toward
the implementation of those regional projects that benefit their residents.
Within the 20-year CFP for the regional system, a total of over $50 million (not including
Conservation Futures projects) will be necessary to achieve the acquisition, development and site
repairs or improvements. Conservation Futures projects from the Conservation Areas Acquisition
Plan are referenced in Appendix G.
All together (combining urban and regional systems) the 20-year CFP identifies $136,555,000 in
estimated project costs with an additional $200,000 needed for non-capital projects that cover systemwide planning needs.
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Figure 52. 20-Year Capital Facilities Summary for the Regional System by Project Type

20-Year Regional Projects by Category
RegionalParkAcquisitions

3
NewSitesͲ3

RegionalParkDevelopments

7

Redevelopment/PhaseIISitesͲ5
PhaseIDevelopmentSitesͲ2
RegionalParkImprovement/Repair

1

BoatLaunchAdditionͲ1
RegionalPlanning

1
ReͲuseMasterPlanͲ1

Conservation/OpenSpaceAcquisitions

TBD
TBD

ConservationFuturesPartnerships

TBD
TBD

RegionalTrailAcquisitions

4
TrailAlignmentsͲ4

RegionalTrailDevelopment/Improvements

7

Connections/ExtensionsͲ7
SpecialFacilityAcquisition

3
RuralSportFieldSitesͲ3

SpecialFacilityDevelopment

4

RifleRangeRelocationͲ1
AdditionalRecreationFacilitiesͲ3
TOTALREGIONALPROJECTS

30

In addition to the capital projects listed in the 20-year CFP, several non-capital projects have been
identified:
■

■
■

■

Recreation Trends Survey. The need to assess changing needs of the growing population to reveal allow
the parks division to adjust priorities and management requires a thorough survey of its urban and rural
populations.
Watercraft Launch Access Study. For both motorized and non-motorized recreational boating,
planning for comprehensive access is recommended.
East Fork Lewis River Greenway Management Plan. The EFLR Greenway serves to protect an
important river system and provide the alignment for a future regional trail corridor. An assessment of
natural resource conditions and potential alignment alternatives is recommended.
PIF Program Assessment. As the urban area grows, current park impact fee rates will not keep up
with the impact of future population pressures. Reviewing the PIF program to evaluate the potential for
adjustments is recommended.
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Operations & Maintenance Implications
The recommendations within the plan propose new projects, added facilities and significant
expanded involvement in developing the park system for a better future. All county departments
that provide services in and related to its park system will be affected by the implementation of plan
recommendations.
The Clark County Parks Division within the Public Works Department oversees operations and
maintenance responsibilities for both its urban and regional park systems. In the urban park system,
funding for maintenance comes primarily through the Greater Clark Park District levy. In the regional
park system, the county general fund is utilized for maintenance. The projects identified in the 6year and 20-year capital facilities plans will trigger the need for higher levels of maintenance funding
support. For the 6-year CFP alone, the additional allocation of staffing for maintenance reaches over
20.75 new full-time employees.
Figure 53. Additional Maintenance Staffing Needs by CFP Project Type

Staffing Need
(per new park)

Project Type
Neighborhoodparks
CommunityParks

6-yr CFP
(new parks)

Total Staffing
(FTEs)

0.25

6

1.5

1

1.25

1.25

RegionalParks

2

3

6

SpecialFacilities(UUA)

4

1

4

SpecialFacilities(Regional)

4

2

8

TOTALNEWFTEs

20.75

The Clark County park system has grown substantially in the last eight years - adding 25 new urban
parks, a sports complex, new facilities within regional parks and more regional trail mileage. In
considering the current and future administrative staffing needs for county parks, a quick historical
review can offer perspective. In 1996, prior to the combination of Vancouver and Clark County
parks department staffing through an interlocal agreement, county parks was staffed by ten full-time
administrative staff. The park system infrastructure was considerably smaller and programming, such
as the volunteer program and sports fields schedule coordination, were not developed. The 1996
administrative staff consisted of the parks manager, planning manager, maintenance superintendent,
program coordinator, administrative assistant, an urban park planner, a regional park planner, a grant
writer/permitting specialist, a recreation manager and an office assistant. The current 2015 parks
administrative staff consists of seven FTEs and two seasonal part-time staff, including the parks
manager, a facilities scheduling coordinator, volunteer program coordinator (shared with all of Public
Works), resource management coordinator, an office assistant, a limited-term project assistant, and
two seasonal part-time project assistants. With responsibilities for managing a larger system, the Parks
Division is woefully under-staffed. In order to implement the proposed capital facilities plan, the park
administrative staffing will need to add new staff positions with expertise in planning, acquisition,
design development, project management, partnership development and grant programs. The plan
recognizes this additional staffing capacity need and recommends the addition of specialized planning
personnel.
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Other Implementation Strategies
Expanding Partnerships
The strongest recommendation that arose from the planning process was to work collaboratively with
multiple partners to leverage local and outside resources to advance project implementation. The plan
also includes a series of goals that will require interagency coordination and partnerships with other
organizations. Potential partnerships include intergovernmental, interdepartmental, educational,
public/private and bi-state partnership activities.
The county has existing partners in many facets of its park operations. Existing partnerships have
already contributed to the success of the county parks system. For example, partnership agreements
with various sport leagues provide for facility oversight and recreational programming in community
parks, such as Hockinson Meadows Community Park, and on special facility sites such as the
Harmony Sports Complex and Luke Jensen Sports Complex. These sport league partnerships are an
example of unified efforts to acquire, develop and maintain parks and recreation facilities. Other types
of partnerships that can be further employed include:
■
■
■
■
■
■

Monetary, land, in-kind donations
Grant programs
Recreation programs
Stewardship & clean-up
Habitat restoration
Trail building & maintenance

Developing or strengthening these types of partnerships will be essential for reaching the goals of
the plan and meeting the needs of the future park system. Partnerships will allow the county parks
division to share responsibilities for the financial, acquisition, development, planning, and operational
activities. A short list of existing and potential partners include:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Federal agencies
State agencies
Cities and towns
Port districts
Schools and colleges
Local government agencies & departments
Public utilities
Conservation districts
Non-profit organizations
Private-sector business
Neighborhood groups
Special interest groups
Youth & adult sports leagues
Private citizens.
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Partnerships, like many relationships, require time to develop and establish the mutual values that
keep the partners at the table, leverage all accumulated resources and lead to success project or
program implementation. The county parks staffing will need to grow to allow for the capacity to
capture stronger partnerships.

Strengthening Volunteers
Volunteers already contribute to the county park
system through a wide range of projects including
park clean-up, tree planting, invasive species
removal, trail building and maintenance, sports
field maintenance and special facility operations.
The county has an Adopt-a-Park program, a Park
Hero program and a parks host program, and it also
engages with outside volunteer organizations for
additional resources to leverage and expand park
operations. In 2014, volunteers contributed 15,008
hours of service through organizations, partners,
individuals and programs in support of the county
park system.
Examples of these contributions from volunteer
organizations include the operational assistance
for off-leash areas (“dog parks”) by DOGPAW, a
local dog-owner advocacy group and non-profit
organization. The Chinook Trail Association
provided volunteer trail design, development and
maintenance for the Bells Mountain Trail and
continues to contribute to trail infrastructure
improvements. The Washington Trails Association
has been building the one-mile trail extension
in Vancouver Lake Park and is providing a solid
volunteer base for other trail needs throughout
the regional park system. Friends of the East Fork
and other conservation advocacy groups provide
volunteer assistance with restoration activities. The
Whipple Creek Restoration Committee activities
provide one example of one volunteer group working
within the parks system to improve regional park
trails. (see sidebar)
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Whipple Creek Restoration Committee
The Whipple Creek Restoration Committee
is a citizen’s advocacy group that is working
cooperatively with Clark County to improve
and maintain trails within the Whipple
Creek Regional Park. The volunteer-based
group hosts monthly work parties and is
regularly assisted by the County Parks
Volunteer Program Coordinator who aligns
county resources to leverage volunteer labor.
In the spirit of collaboration, the group work
parties often are joined by the work parties
from the Washington Trails Association
- expanding the volunteer efforts to provide
trail-based recreation for equestrians, bikers,
walkers, runners, hikers and naturalists.

Enhancing Communications and Outreach
Many of the plan recommendations will require the execution of effective communications and
outreach.
■
■

■

■

■

Forging strong partnerships will require effective communications and outreach to potential partners
who can help the county to leverage park and recreation project implementation and program operation.
Promoting the county’s park system will require broader marketing and outreach that entails a
combination of better signage, more public news coverage, enhanced wayfinding, printed mapping and
user information, use of engaging social media platforms, and interactive website/online activities.
Embracing a balanced strategy for achieving a comprehensive parks system will require the use of more
extensive communications and outreach tools to create the common ground and public dialog needed to
support park policies, project implementation, collaborations with partners, and the search for financial
support.
Ensuring equity and access to parks can be advanced by involving messaging and informational
techniques that inform residents about opportunities in their park and trail systems. Increased
participation in park and recreation activities ranging from encouraging family picnic shelter use to
recruiting for volunteer work parties can help residents increase their familiarity and satisfaction with
their park system.
Providing recreational opportunities for the entire community will require effective messaging
and information sharing to be successful. The county will need to promote its facilities and new
improvements to ensure public knowledge of the variety of recreational opportunities available.
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Developing an effective communication
and outreach plan will require expertise
and effort. Assistance from the county
public information office can provide
some resources to further this effort.
As with other plan recommendations,
additional staffing resources may be
necessary to accomplish an effective
messaging program. Capturing the
value of joining actively in Intertwine
Alliance programs can also help
broaden the platform of communication
and outreach. (see sidebar)

The Intertwine Alliance
Founded in 2007, the Intertwine Alliance consists of public,
private and nonprofit groups working together to create a
vibrant and healthy region by promoting, implementing and
protecting the interconnected system of parks, trails and
natural areas in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region.
The Alliance was built from a foundation of past efforts on
both sides of the river to “connect the green” by conserving
natural areas and promoting public parks and trails.
One of the first products attributed to the Intertwine Alliance
was the production of the 2010 Bi-State Trails Plan. The
plan documented the existing system, proposed connections
and raised the leveraging capacity for garnering local and
outside funding to support the trail system’s implementation.
Another Intertwine collaboration was the 2012 publication
of the Regional Conservation Strategy & Biodiversity Guide
representing the collective vision to protect and restore the
metropolitan region’s natural systems and a framework for
moving forward together. The leaders and members within
the Intertwine recognize the importance of building an
interconnected network of parks, trails and natural areas,
whether for outdoor recreation, public health, economic
contribution or environmental conservation.
The Intertwine’s website and numerous initiatives work to
enhance the public dialog for advancing the connections in
urban areas through their Outside Voice blog and Common
Ground stories. The Intertwine’s communication and
marketing platform provides enhanced outreach for local park
and recreation providers with limited resources for sharing
the values of parks, trails and natural lands to the community.
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Funding Strategies
The plan has identified a significant breadth of new projects, improvements and programming
that exceed the capacity of existing resources. For the capital projects involving acquisition and
development, a variety of funding sources may provide options for reaching closer to the projected
revenue needs. These funding options range from local sources to state, federal and private entities and
programs.

Local Funding Options
Clark County possesses a range of local funding tools that could be accessed for the benefit of
growing, developing and maintaining its parks, trails and other recreation facilities. The sources listed
below represent potential sources though some may be dedicated for other local purposes which limit
applicability and usage. Therefore, county leadership will need to consider the feasibility and potential
to modify or expand the use of existing county revenue sources in favor of park and recreation
programs.
General Obligation Bond
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.52.056

For the purposes of funding capital projects, such as land acquisitions or facility construction,
counties have the authority to borrow money by selling bonds. Voter-approved general obligation
bonds may be sold only after receiving a 60 percent majority vote at a general or special election.
If approved, an excess property tax is levied each year for the life of the bond to pay both principal
and interest. The state constitution (Article VIII, Section 6) limits total debt to 5% of the total
assessed value of property in the jurisdiction.
Excess Levy
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.52.052

Washington law allows counties, along with other specified junior taxing districts, to levy property
taxes in excess of limitations imposed by statute when authorized by the voters. Levy approval
requires 60 percent majority vote at a general or special election.
Sales Tax
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=82.14

Washington law authorizes the governing bodies of counties to impose sales and use taxes at a
rate set by the statute to help “carry out essential county and municipal purposes.” The authority
is divided into two parts. Counties may impose by resolution or ordinance a sales and use tax at a
rate of ½% on any taxable event within their jurisdictions.
Impact Fees
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=82.02.050

Impact fees are charges placed on new development as a condition of development approval to
help pay for various public facilities the need for which is directly created by that new growth and
development. Counties, cities, and towns may impose impact fees on residential and commercial
“development activity” to help pay for certain public facility improvements, including parks, open
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space and recreation facilities. Funds received must be spent on approved capital projects within
10 years of collection. Clark County adopted a park impact fee ordinance in 1990. County code
(CCC 12.65.098) anticipates that “Impact fee rates shall be adjusted periodically to reflect changes
in costs of land acquisition and construction, facility plan projects, and anticipated growth.” The
park fees currently charged by Clark County were lasted updated in 2002. The park impact fees
vary across the six park districts in the urban unincorporated area (UUA) based on local real estate
costs. PIF rates range from $1,534 per single-family residential dwelling unit in Park District 10
(lowest) to $2,016 per single family dwelling unit in Park District 9 (highest in UUA). Across all
six park districts in the UUA, the average PIF rate is $1,762 per single-family dwelling.
In 2009, the City of Vancouver and Clark County jointly adopted a revision to the VancouverClark Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan. These amendments included the
removal of the PIF fee schedule and district boundaries from the plan and transferred them to
a separate document known as the PIF Technical Document. This was completed to facilitate
future updates to the program without requiring coordination with the annual comprehensive plan
update process. A fee indexing methodology was also adopted in the PIF Technical Document for
future implementation at the discretion of City of Vancouver and Clark County.
Real Estate Excise Tax
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=82.46.010

Washington law authorizes the governing bodies of counties and cities to impose excise taxes on
the sale of real property within limits set by the statute. This authority may be divided into three
parts relevant to park systems.
A county may impose a real estate excise tax (REET 1) on the sale of all real property in the
unincorporated parts of the county at a rate not to exceed ¼% of the selling price, to fund “local
capital improvements,” including parks, playgrounds, swimming pools, water systems, bridges,
sewers, etc. Also, the funds must be used “primarily for financing capital projects specified in a
capital facilities plan element of a comprehensive plan . . . “
A county may impose a real estate excise tax on the sale of all real property in the unincorporated
parts of the county at a rate not to exceed ½%, in lieu of a ½% sales tax option authorized under
state law. These funds are not restricted to capital projects. The statute provides for a repeal
mechanism.
A county that is required to prepare comprehensive plans under the new Growth Management
Act is authorized to impose an additional real estate excise tax (REET 2) on all real property sales
in the unincorporated parts of the county at a rate not to exceed ¼%. These funds must be used
“solely for financing capital projects specified in a capital facilities plan element of a comprehensive
plan.”
Since REET collections are directly tied to the frequency and valuation of real estate transactions,
this funding source is widely variable with local real estate conditions. In the past, Clark County
REET 1 revenues have funded the regional park capital repair program. Currently, all county
REET funds have been allocated to debt service payments.
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Real Estate Excise Tax - Local Conservation Areas (Clark County)
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=82.46.070

Boards of County Commissioners may impose, with majority voter approval, an excise tax on each
sale of real property in the county at rate not to exceed 1% of the selling price for the purpose of
acquiring and maintaining conservation areas. The authorizing legislation defines conservation
areas as “land and water that has environmental, agricultural, aesthetic, cultural, scientific, historic,
scenic, or low-intensity recreational value for existing and future generations...” These areas include
“open spaces, wetlands, marshes, aquifer recharge areas, shoreline areas, natural areas, and other
lands and waters that are important to preserve flora and fauna.” Clark County does not currently
assess a Conservation REET.
Conservation Futures Tax (Clark County)
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.34

The Conservation Futures Tax (CFT) is provided for in Chapter 84.34 of the Revised Code of
Washington. Clark County imposes a Conservation Futures levy (current 2015 rate of $0.0534
per $1,000 assessed value) for the purpose of acquiring open space lands, including green spaces,
greenbelts, wildlife habitat and trail rights-of-way proposed for preservation for public use by
either the county or the cities within the county. Funds are allocated annually, and cities within
the county, citizen groups and citizens may apply for funds through the county’s process. The CFT
program provides grants to cities to support open space priorities in local plans and is administered
by the County’s Legacy Lands Program in the Department of Environmental Services.

Federal & State Grants and Conservation Programs
Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program
National Park Service
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/

The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, also known as the Rivers & Trails
Program or RTCA, is a technical assistance resource for communities administered by the
National Park Service and federal government agencies so they can conserve rivers, preserve open
space and develop trails and greenways. The RTCA program implements the natural resource
conservation and outdoor recreation mission of NPS in communities across America.
North American Wetlands Conservation Act Grants Program
US Fish & Wildlife Service
http://www.fws.gov/birdhabitat/Grants/NAWCA/index.shtm

The North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989 provides matching grants to
organizations and individuals who have developed partnerships to carry out wetland conservation
projects in the United States, Canada, and Mexico for the benefit of wetlands-associated migratory
birds and other wildlife. Two competitive grants programs exist (Standard and a Small Grants
Program) and require that grant requests be matched by partner contributions at no less than a
1-to-1 ratio. Funds from U.S. Federal sources may contribute toward a project, but are not eligible
as match.
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The Standard Grants Program supports projects in Canada, the United States, and Mexico that
involve long-term protection, restoration, and/or enhancement of wetlands and associated uplands
habitats.
The Small Grants Program operates only in the United States; it supports the same type of
projects and adheres to the same selection criteria and administrative guidelines as the U.S.
Standard Grants Program. However, project activities are usually smaller in scope and involve
fewer project dollars. Grant requests may not exceed $75,000, and funding priority is given to
grantees or partners new to the Act’s Grants Program.
Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP)
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
www.nrcs.usda.gov/PROGRAMS/wrp/

The WRP provides landowners the opportunity to preserve, enhance and restore wetlands and
associated uplands. The program is voluntary and provides three enrollment options: permanent
easements, 30-year easements, and 10-year restoration cost-share agreements. In all cases,
landowners retain the underlying ownership in the property and management responsibility. Land
uses may be allowed that are compatible with the program goal of protecting and restoring the
wetlands and associated uplands. The NRCS manages the program and may provide technical
assistance.

Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office Grant Programs
The Recreation and Conservation Office was created in 1964 as part of the Marine Recreation
Land Act. The RCO grants money to state and local agencies, generally on a matching basis, to
acquire, develop, and enhance wildlife habitat and outdoor recreation properties. Some money is also
distributed for planning grants. RCO grant programs utilize funds from various sources. Historically,
these have included the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund, state bonds, Initiative 215
monies (derived from unreclaimed marine fuel taxes), off-road vehicle funds, Youth Athletic Facilities
Account and the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program.
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA)
This program, managed through the RCO, provides matching grants to state and local agencies
to protect and enhance salmon habitat and to provide public access and recreation opportunities
on aquatic lands. In 1998, DNR refocused the ALEA program to emphasize salmon habitat
preservation and enhancement. However, the program is still open to traditional water access
proposals. Any project must be located on navigable portions of waterways. ALEA funds are
derived from the leasing of state-owned aquatic lands and from the sale of harvest rights for
shellfish and other aquatic resources.
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP)
The RCO is a state office that allocates funds to local and state agencies for the acquisition and
development of wildlife habitat and outdoor recreation properties. Funding sources managed by
the RCO include the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program. The WWRP is divided into
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Habitat Conservation and Outdoor Recreation Accounts; these are further divided into several
project categories. Cities, counties and other local sponsors may apply for funding in urban wildlife
habitat, local parks, trails and water access categories. Funds for local agencies are awarded on a
matching basis. Grant applications are evaluated once each year, and the State Legislature must
authorize funding for the WWRP project lists.
Land and Water Conservation Fund
The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) provides grants to buy land and develop
public outdoor facilities, including parks, trails and wildlife lands. Grant recipients must provide
at least 50% matching funds in either cash or in-kind contributions. Grant program revenue is
from a portion of Federal revenue derived from sale or lease of off-shore oil and gas resources.
The existing 50-year program expires in September, 2015. The legislature is currently considering
reauthorization of the fund in one form or another.
National Recreational Trails Program
The National Recreational Trails Program (NRTP) provides funds to maintain trails and facilities
that provide a backcountry experience for a range of activities including hiking, mountain biking,
horseback riding, motorcycling, and snowmobiling. Eligible projects include the maintenance and
re-routing of recreational trails, development of trail-side and trail-head facilities, and operation of
environmental education and trail safety programs. A local match of 20% is required. This program
is funded through Federal gasoline taxes attributed to recreational non-highway uses.
Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) Program
The YAF provides grants to develop, equip, maintain, and improve youth and community athletic
facilities. Cities, counties, and qualified non-profit organizations may apply for funding, and grant
recipients must provide at least 50% matching funds in either cash or in-kind contributions.
Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Grants are awarded by the Salmon Recovery Funding Board for acquisition or restoration of lands
directly correlating to salmon habitat protection or recovery. Projects must demonstrate a direct
benefit to fish habitat. There is no match requirement for design-only projects; acquisition and
restoration projects require a 15% match. The funding source includes the sale of state general
obligation bonds, the federal Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund and the state Puget Sound
Acquisition and Restoration Fund.

Transportation Enhancements
U.S. Department of Transportation
http://wsdot.wa.gov/TA/ProgMgt/GRANTS/ENHANCE.HTM

The federal Surface Transportation Program provides states with funding for highway projects.
States are allocated funds based on a combination of population, transportation systems,
miles of roads, and other factors. Each state must reserve at least 10 percent of its Surface
Transportation Program dollars for transportation enhancement (TE) activities. These
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enhancement projects include historic preservation, rails-to-trails programs, easement and land
acquisition, transportation, museums, water pollution mitigation, wildlife connectivity, and scenic
beautification. All projects must be related, in some way, to transportation.
In each state, TE projects are selected through a competitive process. Applications are submitted
by local government entities, often in partnership with nonprofit organizations. The federal
government provides 80 percent of the funds and the municipalities need to contribute a 20percent match.
In Washington, each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), lead county agency, or
Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) establishes its own criteria and selects
projects up to the amount of TE funds sub-allocated to the region. Washington State Department
of Transportation’s (WSDOT) statewide project selection criteria are used as a basis for regional
selection procedures. Additionally, each MPO and RTPO submits its regionally selected list, plus
up to five additional local project proposals not funded with regional TE funds, to WSDOT for
competition in a statewide selection process. A statewide TE Selection Committee, consisting of
representatives from WSDOT; cities; counties; Indian Nations; and pedestrian, bicycle, trail, and
historic/scenic groups reviews these projects, ranks them, and makes final selections for funding.
The federal government gives final approval to the projects and distributes the funds directly to the
municipalities or nonprofits on a reimbursement basis.

Other Methods & Funding Sources
Metropolitan Park District
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=35.61

Metropolitan park districts may be formed for the purposes of management, control, improvement,
maintenance and acquisition of parks, parkways and boulevards. In addition to acquiring and
managing their own lands, metropolitan park districts may accept and manage park and recreation
lands and equipment turned over by any city within the district or by the county. Formation of
a metropolitan park district (MPD) may be initiated in cities or unincorporated county areas
of five thousand population or more by ordinance or by petition and require majority approval
by voters for creation. Clark County voters approved the formation of the Greater Clark Parks
District in 2005 approving a levy rate up to $0.27 per $1,000 assessed value to fund operations
and maintenance of 35 new urban parks, as well as new sports fields and trails in the urban
unincorporated area.
Park and Recreation District
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.69

Park and recreation districts may be formed for the purposes of providing leisure-time activities
and recreation facilities and must be initiated by petition of at least 15% percent of the registered
voters within the proposed district. Upon completion of the petition process and review by county
commissioners, a proposition for district formation and election of five district commissioners is
submitted to the voters of the proposed district at the next general election. Once formed, park
and recreation districts retain the authority to propose a regular property tax levy, annual excess
property tax levies and general obligation bonds. All three require 60% percent voter approval and
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40% percent voter turnout. With voter approval, the district may levy a regular property tax not to
exceed sixty cents per thousand dollars of assessed value for up to six consecutive years.
Business Sponsorships / Donations
Business sponsorships for programs may be available throughout the year. In-kind contributions
are often received, including food, door prizes and equipment/material.
Interagency Agreements
State law provides for interagency cooperative efforts between units of government. Joint
acquisition, development and/or use of park and open space facilities may be provided between
Parks, Public Works and utility providers.
Private Grants, Donations & Gifts
Many trusts and private foundations provide funding for park, recreation and open space projects.
Grants from these sources are typically allocated through a competitive application process and
vary dramatically in size based on the financial resources and funding criteria of the organization.
Philanthropic giving is another source of project funding. Efforts in this area may involve cash
gifts and include donations through other mechanisms such as wills or insurance policies.
Community fundraising efforts can also support park, recreation or open space facilities and
projects.

Acquisition Tools & Methods
Direct Purchase Methods
Market Value Purchase
Through a written purchase and sale agreement, the city purchases land at the present market value
based on an independent appraisal. Timing, payment of real estate taxes and other contingencies
are negotiable.
Partial Value Purchase (or Bargain Sale)
In a bargain sale, the landowner agrees to sell for less than the property’s fair market value. A
landowner’s decision to proceed with a bargain sale is unique and personal; landowners with a
strong sense of civic pride, long community history or concerns about capital gains are possible
candidates for this approach. In addition to cash proceeds upon closing, the landowner may be
entitled to a charitable income tax deduction based on the difference between the land’s fair
market value and its sale price.
Life Estates & Bequests
In the event a landowner wishes to remain on the property for a long period of time or until
death, several variations on a sale agreement exist. In a life estate agreement, the landowner may
continue to live on the land by donating a remainder interest and retaining a “reserved life estate.”
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Specifically, the landowner donates or sells the property to the county, but reserves the right for
the seller or any other named person to continue to live on and use the property. When the owner
or other specified person dies or releases his/her life interest, full title and control over the property
will be transferred to the county. By donating a remainder interest, the landowner may be eligible
for a tax deduction when the gift is made. In a bequest, the landowner designates in a will or trust
document that the property is to be transferred to the county upon death. While a life estate offers
the county some degree of title control during the life of the landowner, a bequest does not. Unless
the intent to bequest is disclosed to and known by the county in advance, no guarantees exist with
regard to the condition of the property upon transfer or to any liabilities that may exist.
Gift Deed
When a landowner wishes to bequeath their property to a public or private entity upon their
death, they can record a gift deed with the county assessor’s office to insure their stated desire to
transfer their property to the targeted beneficiary as part of their estate. The recording of the gift
deed usually involves the tacit agreement of the receiving party.
Option to Purchase Agreement
This is a binding contract between a landowner and the county that would only apply according
to the conditions of the option and limits the seller’s power to revoke an offer. Once in place and
signed, the Option Agreement may be triggered at a future, specified date or upon the completion
of designated conditions. Option Agreements can be made for any time duration and can include
all of the language pertinent to closing a property sale.
Right of First Refusal
In this agreement, the landowner grants the county the first chance to purchase the property once
the landowner wishes to sell. The agreement does not establish the sale price for the property, and
the landowner is free to refuse to sell it for the price offered by the county. This is the weakest
form of agreement between an owner and a prospective buyer.
Conservation and/or Access Easements
Through a conservation easement, a landowner voluntarily agrees to sell or donate certain rights
associated with his or her property (often the right to subdivide or develop), and a private
organization or public agency agrees to hold the right to enforce the landowner’s promise not
to exercise those rights. In essence, the rights are forfeited and no longer exist. This is a legal
agreement between the landowner and the city that permanently limits uses of the land in order
to conserve a portion of the property for public use or protection. The landowner still owns the
property, but the use of the land is restricted. Conservation easements may result in an income tax
deduction and reduced property taxes and estate taxes. Typically, this approach is used to provide
trail corridors where only a small portion of the land is needed or for the strategic protection of
natural resources and habitat. Through a written purchase and sale agreement, the city purchases
land at the present market value based on an independent appraisal. Timing, payment of real estate
taxes and other contingencies are negotiable.
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Park or Open Space Dedication Requirements
http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/clarkcounty/clarkco40/clarkco40540/clarkco40540050.html

Local governments have the option to require developers to dedicate land for parks under the
State Subdivision Law (Ch. 58.17 RCW ) and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
(Ch. 43.21C RCW ). Under the subdivision law developers can be required to provide the
parks/recreation improvements or pay a fee in lieu of the dedicated land and its improvements.
Under the SEPA requirements, land dedication may occur as part of mitigation for a proposed
development’s impact. In Clark County, Title 40 contains a section on Park Sites Reservations
(Section 40.540.050) that enables the park director to require the reservation of land (undergoing
site plan review for proposed development) that has been identified in the parks plan for future
park use. The reservation of land would require that the county purchase the designated land
within one year of the final subdivision approval.
Landowner Incentive Measures
Density Bonuses
Density bonuses are a planning tool used to encourage a variety of public land use objectives,
usually in urban areas. They offer the incentive of being able to develop at densities beyond current
regulations in one area, in return for concessions in another. Density bonuses are applied to a
single parcel or development. An example is allowing developers of multi-family units to build
at higher densities if they provide a certain number of low-income units or public open space.
For density bonuses to work, market forces must support densities at a higher level than current
regulations.
Transfer of Development Rights
The transfer of development rights (TDR) is an incentive-based planning tool that allows land
owners to trade the right to develop property to its fullest extent in one area for the right to
develop beyond existing regulations in another area. Local governments may establish the specific
areas in which development may be limited or restricted and the areas in which development
beyond regulation may be allowed. Usually, but not always, the “sending” and “receiving” property
are under common ownership. Some programs allow for different ownership, which, in effect,
establishes a market for development rights to be bought and sold.
IRC 1031 Exchange
If the landowner owns business or investment property, an IRC Section 1031 Exchange can
facilitate the exchange of like-kind property solely for business or investment purposes. No capital
gain or loss is recognized under Internal Revenue Code Section 1031 (see www.irc.gov for more
details). This option may be a useful tool in negotiations with an owner of investment property,
especially if the tax savings offset to the owner can translate to a sale price discount for the County.
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Current (Open Space) Use Taxation Programs
Property owners whose current lands are in open space, agricultural, and/or timber uses may have
that land valued at their current use rather than their “highest and best” use assessment. This
differential assessed value, allowed under the Washington Open Space Taxation Act (Ch.84.34
RCW ) helps to preserve private properties as open space, farm or timber lands. If land is
converted to other non-open space uses, the land owner is required to pay the difference between
the current use annual taxes and highest/best taxes for the previous seven years. When properties
are sold to a local government or conservation organization for land conservation/preservation
purposes, the required payment of seven years’ worth of differential tax rates is waived. The amount
of this tax liability can be part of the negotiated land acquisition from private to public or quasipublic conservation purposes. Clark County has a current use taxation program that offer this
property tax reduction as an incentive to landowners to voluntarily preserve open space, farmland
or forestland on their property. More information is available at http://www.clark.wa.gov/assessor/
taxrelief/currentuse.html.

Other Land Protection Options
Land Trusts & Conservancies
Land trusts are private non-profit organizations that acquire and protect special open spaces
and are traditionally not associated with any government agency. The Columbia Land Trust is
the regional land trust serving the Clark County region (and beyond), and their efforts have
led to the conservation of more than 262 acres of parks and natural areas in the region (www.
columbialandtrust.org). Other national organizations with local representation include the Nature
Conservancy and the Trust for Public Land.
Regulatory Measures
A variety of regulatory measures are available to local agencies and jurisdictions. Available
programs and regulations include: Critical Areas Ordinance, Clark County; State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA); Shorelines Management Program; and Hydraulic Code, Washington State
Department of Fisheries and Department of Wildlife.
Public/Private Utility Corridors
Utility corridors can be managed to maximize protection or enhancement of open space lands.
Utilities maintain corridors for provision of services such as electricity, gas, oil, and rail travel.
Some utility companies have cooperated with local governments for development of public
programs such as parks and trails within utility corridors. Bonneville Power corridors travel
through portion of Clark County providing linear opportunities for parks, trails and connections
to neighborhoods.
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APPENDIX A - Glossary of Terms

111

Clark County Parks, Recreation & Open Space Plan | 2015

CFP - capital facilities plan is a plan that lists the priorities of capital improvement projects targeted
for implementation within a 6-year and 20-year time period.
GCPD – Greater Clark Parks District, a metropolitan parks district (as per Chapter 35.61 RCW )
established by vote in 2005 within the boundaries of the unincorporated area. The GCPD is a
property tax-based special district that provides funding to maintain parks within the district.
GMA – Growth Management Act, enacted by the Washington Legislature in 1990, establishes the
importance and primacy of the comprehensive plan as the starting point for any planning process.
Development regulations set forth in zoning, subdivision and other controls must be consistent with
comprehensive plans.
LOS – Level of Service analysis compares the parkland inventory and population to the adopted
standards for each classification of park type. The LOS analysis results in a standards-based assessment
of need. Level of service standards are measures of the minimum amount of a public facility which
must be provided to meet that community’s basic needs and expectations.
MPD – Metropolitan Park District
Need – “Need” represents the measurement or gap between the inventory of facilities and population
and the adopted standard for providing those facilities.
NRPA – National Recreation and Park Association is the primary professional organization
supporting professional development expertise for employees and their directors within park and
recreation agencies and organizations.
Park Impact Fee (PIF) – an impact fee paid by residential developers when new construction of
dwelling units increases the use of existing facilities and triggers the need for more facilities. Impact
fees requires the use of other funding (public share) as new development can only be responsible for
any additional need created.
Parkland Dedication – parkland dedication allows developers to dedicate suit able land or capital
infrastructure in exchange for a park impact fee credit, under Section 40.630.060 of Clark County
Code.
REET – real estate excise tax is imposed at the time of a real estate sale. A portion of those revenues
can be dedicated to park and trail capital projects.
RCO – Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office
Statistical Sampling – uses a sample of a population to estimate or represent characteristics of the
whole population. Statistical sampling is widely used to gather information about a population. The
public surveys gathered for this parks plan were not statistical samples but rather web-based surveys
that tend to have participants who are already ‘selected’ based on their park or recreation interests.
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UGA – Urban growth areas are those areas, designated by counties within which urban growth shall
be encouraged and outside if which growth can only occur if it is not urban in nature. Urban growth
areas can be subject to impact fees for facilities to serve development within the urban growth area.
UNA – urban natural area is a designation for open space within the city and its urban growth area
that has an adopted standard for the park impact fee program.
UUA – The unincorporated urban area is the same as an urban growth area.
VCPRD – the (former) Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Department was a department
established to provide joint administration and planning of Vancouver and Clark County parks.
VUGA – Vancouver urban growth area. For the purposes of this Parks Plan, this VUGA is
autonomous with the UUA and the UGA.
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Clark County-Urban Unincorporated Area
Prj # Project Name

Description

Local Funding

Uninflated

Source

Local Cost

Total Estimated

Estimated Cost with Annual Inflation (3%)

PIF
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Local Cost

2021

Outside
Funding
Source

Total Estimated

Expected
Outside Cost

Year

Cost

Urban Park Acquisition
C-1

Neighborhood Park #5-1

N of18th/E of 162nd

5

PIF-A

$500,000

5

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

6

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

6

PIF-A

$500,000

$500,000

$0

7

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

7

PIF-A

$2,500,000

$0

$0

$0

C-2

Neighborhood Park #5-2

N of Fourth Plain/E of 117th

C-3

Neighborhood Park #6-1

N of Padden/W of 94th

C-4

Neighborhood Park #6-2

S of Padden/E of 94th

C-5

Neighborhood Park #7-1

N of 63rd

C-6

Community Park #7-2

Central PIF 7

C-7

Community Park #7-2 (Swanson)

North/Central PIF 7

7

PIF-A

$150,000

$0

C-8

Neighborhood Park #8-1

S of 99th/E of I-5

8

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

C-9

Neighborhood Park #8-2

$515,000

$0

$0

$0

$515,000

2016

$0

$0

G,D,P

$515,000

$0

$0

$562,754

$0

$0

$562,754

G,D,P

2019

$562,754

$530,450

$0

$0

$0

$0

$530,450

G,D,P

2017

$530,450

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$500,000

G,D,P

2015

$500,000

$0

$546,364

$0

$0

$0

$546,364

G,D,P

2018

$546,364

$0

$0

$0

$2,898,185

$0

$2,898,185

G,D,P

2020

$2,898,185

$0

$0

$163,909

$0

$0

$0

$163,909

G,D,P

2018

$163,909

$515,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$515,000

G,D,P

2016

$515,000

N of 99th/E of I-5

8

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

$530,450

$0

$0

$0

$0

$530,450

G,D,P

2017

$530,450

C-10 Community Park expansion
C-11 Neighborhood Park #9-1

Felida parking site

9

PIF-9

$260,000

$260,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$260,000

G,D,P

2015

$260,000

Central PIF 9

9

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$579,637

$0

$579,637

G,D,P

2020

$579,637

C-12 Neighborhood Park #9-2

Central PIF 9

9

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$597,026

$597,026

G,D,P

2021

$597,026

C-13 Neighborhood Park #10-1

E of I-5

10

PIF-A

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$562,754

$0

$0

$562,754

G,D,P

2019

$562,754

C-14 Neighborhood Park #10-2

Connection @11th

10

PIF-A

$200,000

$0

$0

$212,180

$0

$0

$0

$0

$212,180

G,D,P

2017

C-15 Neighborhood Park #10-3

W of I-5

10

PIF-A

G,D,P

TOTAL

$500,000

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$500,000

$8,610,000

$1,260,000

$1,030,000

$1,273,080

$710,273

$1,125,509

$3,477,822

$597,026

$9,473,710

2015
$0

$500,000
$9,261,530

Urban Park Development
C-16 Otto Brown NH Park

Park Development

5

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$799,224

$0

$0

$0

$0

$899,534

$0

$0

$899,534

C-17 Curtin Creek Community Park

Park Development

6

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$4,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$5,216,733

$0

$5,216,733

C-18 Tower Crest NH Park

Park Development

7

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$513,090

$0

$528,483

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$528,483

C-19 Kelley Meadows Park

Park Development

7

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$704,831

$0

$0

$747,755

$0

$0

$0

$0

$747,755

C-20 Hazel Dell CP - Heritage Farm

Phase II Development

8

GCPD, REET-U

$850,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$985,383

$0

C-21 Sorenson NH Park

Park Development

9

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$786,529

$0

$810,125

$0

$0

$0

$0

C-22 Kozy Kamp NH Park

Park Development

10

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$765,206

$0

$0

$0

$0

$861,246

C-23 Felida Community Park

parking expansion

9

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$285,000

$0

$35,000

$250,000

$0

C-24 Salmon Creek Community Club

Park Development

10

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$749,223

$0

$0

$0

C-25 Curtin Sprgs Wild.Habitat (Swanson)

Comm. Park phase 1

7

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$600,000

$0

$0

$0

C-26 Felida Park-Children's Garden

Phase II Development

9

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$10,000

$0

$10,300

$0

C-27 Sgt Brad Crawford Park

Phase II Development

9

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$10,000

$0

$0

$10,609

$0

$0

$0

$0

$10,609

G,D,P

$90,000

2017

$100,609

C-28 Cougar Creek Woods Park

MP & phase I

9

PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$546,364

$0

$0

$0

$546,364

G,D,P

$250,000

2018

$796,364

$11,073,103

$0

$1,383,908

$1,008,364

$546,364

$1,760,780

$7,070,671

$716,431

$12,486,518

TOTAL

G,D,P

tbd

2019

$899,534

$500,000

2020

$5,716,733

G,D,P

tbd

2016

$528,483

G,D,P

tbd

2017

$747,755

$985,383

G,D,P

tbd

2020

$985,383

$0

$810,125

G,D,P

tbd

2016

$810,125

$0

$0

$861,246

G,D,P

tbd

2019

$861,246

$0

$0

$0

$285,000

G,D,P

tbd

2016-17

$285,000

$0

$0

$868,555

$0

$868,555

G,D,P

tbd

2020

$868,555

$0

$0

$0

$716,431

$716,431

G,D,P

tbd

2021

$716,431

$0

$0

$0

$0

$10,300

G,D,P

$90,000

2016

$100,300

G,P

$930,000

$13,416,518

Trail Acquisitions - GCPD
C-29 Curtin Creek Trail

Salmon Cr Grnwy - Padden

7

GCPD

$650,000

$0

$0

$0

$710,273

$0

$0

$0

$710,273

G,D,P

tbd

2018

$710,273

C-30 Lalonde Creek Greenway

Salmon Cr Greenway to BPA

8

GCPD

$325,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$365,790

$0

$0

$365,790

G,D,P

tbd

2019

$365,790

C-31 Lalonde Creek Trail

Salmon Creek Grnwy to BPA

8

GCPD

$325,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$376,764

$0

$376,764

G,D,P

tbd

2020

$376,764

C-32 Cougar Creek Greenway

Hazel Dell Ave to Salmon Cr

9

GCPD

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$1,060,900

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,060,900

G,D,P

tbd

2017

$1,060,900

C-33 Cougar Creek Trail

Hazel Dell Ave to Salmon Cr

9

GCPD

$900,000

$0

$0

$0

$983,454

$0

$0

$0

$983,454

G,D,P

tbd

2018

$983,454

C-34 Whipple Creek Trail

11th ave access/trailhead

10

GCPD

$325,000

$0

$0

$344,793

$0

$0

$0

$0

$344,793

G,D,P

tbd

2017

$344,793

C-35 Salmon Creek Trail

I-5 to WSU

8&10

GCPD

G,D,P

tbd

2016

TOTAL

$55,742

$0

$57,414

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$57,414

$3,580,742

$0

$57,414

$1,405,693

$1,693,727

$365,790

$376,764

$0

$3,899,388

$0

$0

$1,591,350

$0

$57,414
$3,899,388

Trail Development & Improvements
C-36 East Powerline Trail, BPA

192nd ave. to Lacamas TH

C-37 Vancouver Lake Trail

Lake River Bridge

C-38 Salmon Creek Greenway Trail

Lake River to NW 36th

5

REET-U

$1,500,000

$0

$0

$1,591,350

$0

$0

S,G,P

9

REET-U

$1,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,688,263

$0

$0

$1,688,263

G,P

9/10

REET-U

$1,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,738,911

$0

$1,738,911

G,D,P

$4,500,000

2017

$6,091,350

tbd

2019

$1,688,263

$3,000,000

2020

$4,738,911

C-39 Curtin Creek Trail

119th St through park to 87th Ave

7

REET-U

$100,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$119,405

$119,405

G,D,P

tbd

2021

$119,405

C-40 Cougar Creek Trail

Hazel Dell to 119th St

9

REET-U

$100,000

$0

$0

$0

$109,273

$0

$0

$0

$109,273

G,D,P

tbd

2018

$109,273

Clark County-Urban Unincorporated Area
Prj # Project Name

Description

C-41 Lalonde Trail

Sherwood North to 99th St via BPA

C-42 Salmon Creek Trail

Salmon Ck Prk - Pleasant Valley Prk

Local Funding

Uninflated

Source

Local Cost

Total Estimated

Estimated Cost with Annual Inflation (3%)

PIF
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Local Cost

2021

Outside
Funding
Source

Total Estimated

Expected
Outside Cost

Year

Cost

8

REET-U

$150,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$168,826

$0

$0

$168,826

G,D,P

tbd

2019

$168,826

8&10

REET-U, CF

$860,000

$0

$0

$912,374

$0

$0

$0

$0

$912,374

G,D,P

tbd

2017

$912,374

2020

$231,855

C-43 Whipple Creek Trail

11th Ave to Chinook Pk

10

REET-U

$200,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$231,855

$0

$231,855

G,D,P

tbd

C-44 Trail Development

Support volunteer projects

All

REET-U

$120,000

$20,000

$20,600

$21,218

$21,855

$22,510

$23,185

$24,597

$153,966

G,D,P

$120,000

$6,030,000

$20,000

$20,600

$2,524,942

$131,127

$1,879,600

$1,993,951

$144,003

$6,714,223

$80,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$95,524

$95,524

D,P

tbd

2021

$95,524

$60,000

$10,000

$10,300

$10,609

$10,927

$11,255

$11,593

$12,299

$76,983

G,D,P

tbd

2015:2021

$76,983
$384,914

TOTAL

2015:2021

$7,620,000

$273,966
$14,334,223

Urban Park Improvements & Repair
C-45

Orchards Community Park

Upgrade Shelter - phase II

C-46

Pacific, Hazel Dell & Heritage Farm

Camp Host pads

C-47

UUA Neighborhood Parks

ADA access improvements

C-48

UUA NH / COMM Parks-as needed

C-49

UUA Community Parks, as needed

6

All

GCPD, REET-U

Capital Repairs

All

GCPD, REET-U

$300,000

$50,000

$51,500

$53,045

$54,636

$56,275

$57,964

$61,494

$384,914

--

tbd

2015:2021

Playground Replacements

All

REET-U

$120,000

$20,000

$20,600

$21,218

$21,855

$22,510

$23,185

$24,597

$153,966

G,D,P

tbd

2015:2021

$560,000

$80,000

$82,400

$84,872

$87,418

$90,041

$92,742

$193,914

$711,387

$400,000

$0

$412,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$412,000

$400,000

$0

$412,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$412,000

TOTAL

$0

$153,966
$711,387

Conservation Area Acquisitions
C-50 Salmon Creek Lower Greenway

60 ac. Upland to Van Lake

CF

TOTAL

G,D,P

$400,000

2016

$400,000

$812,000
$812,000

Special Facility Development & Improvements
C-51 UUA-Regional Parks

Off-Leash Facilities

REET-U

$225,000

$0

$0

$238,703

$0

$0

$0

$0

$238,703

C-52 UUA-Regional Parks

BMX facility

REET-U

$60,000

$0

$0

$63,654

$0

$0

$0

$0

$63,654

C-53 H.B. Fuller

Sports Field Development

10

REET-U

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$579,637

$0

$579,637

C-54 Curtin Creek

Sports Field Development

11

REET-U

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$500,000

$0

C-55 Harmony Sports Complex
C-56

Hockinson Comm Park Phase 2

C-57 Pacific Park Sports Fields

Sports Field Development

4

REET-R

Sports Field Development

5

GCPD, REET-U

Softball and Soccer Fields

4

GCPD, REET-U

TOTAL

D,P

tbd

2017

tbd

2017

$238,703
$63,654

G,D,P

tbd

2020

$579,637

$500,000

G,D,P

tbd

2020

$500,000

$650,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$753,528

$0

$753,528

M,G,D,P

tbd

2020

$753,528

$6,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$7,164,314

$7,164,314

G,D,P

tbd

2021

$7,164,314

G,D,P

tbd

2021

$300,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$358,216

$358,216

$8,235,000

$0

$0

$302,357

$0

$0

$1,833,165

$7,522,529

$9,658,051

$15,450

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$15,450

--

tbd

2016

$15,450
$63,654

$0

$358,216
$9,658,051

Planning
C-58 Park/Facility/Open Space Maps

User-friendly park system maps

All

REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS)

$15,000

$0

C-59 Safe Routes to Parks Plan

Trans/Parks dept collaboration

All

REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS)

$60,000

$0

$0

$63,654

$0

$0

$0

$0

$63,654

--

tbd

2017

C-60 Organizational Study/Business Plan

All

REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS)

$75,000

$0

$77,250

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$77,250

--

tbd

2016

$77,250

C-61 Parks Comprehensive Plan Update

All

REET-U

$60,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$71,643

$71,643

--

tbd

2021

$50,000

$210,000

$0

$92,700

$63,654

$0

$0

$0

$71,643

$227,997

$0

$206,354

$38,698,845

$1,360,000

$3,079,022

$6,662,961

$3,168,908

$5,221,719

$14,845,116

$9,245,547

$43,583,274

$8,950,000

$52,299,450

TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL UUA

Clark County - Regional System
Local Funding
Prj # Project Name

Description

Uninflated

Total Estimated

Estimated Cost with Annual Inflation (3%)

PIF

Outside

Expected

Total Estimated

Funding
Source

Local Cost

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

Local Cost

Source

Outside Cost

Year

Cost

Conservation Area Acquisition
R-1
R-2
R-3
R-4

Salmon Creek Greenway Phase 1
Vancouver Lake In-holding
Lake River Water Trail & Greenway
East Fork Lewis River Greenway

R-5

Salmon Creek Greenway Phase 2

R-6

Mill Creek Greenway

112th Ave. near CASEE (6 acres)
Near Buckmire Slough (5 acres)
Vancouver Lk to Salmon Ck.(60 ac)
Lower Greenway (150 ac)
112th Ave stream to Brush Prairie
Reg. Park (40 ac)
WSU to SR 502 (80 ac)

R
R
R
R

CF
CF
CF
CF

$150,000
$25,000
$800,000
$2,000,000

R

CF

R

CF

R-6

Main Lewis/Lake Rosannah

Allen Creek to Lewis River (320 ac)

R

CF

$2,300,000

$0

$0

$2,440,070

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,440,070

2017

R-8
R-9

Lake River Water Trail & Greenway
Whipple Creek

Salmon Ck to Ridgefield (50 ac)

R
R

CF
CF

$250,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$273,182
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$273,182
#N/A

2018

$18,325,000

$975,000

$15,244,000

$2,440,070

$273,182

$0

$0

$0

#N/A

$8,000,000
$12,800,000
$500,000
$1,000,000
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$515,000
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$1,060,900
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$14,406,513
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$9,552,418
$0
$0
$0
$0

$9,552,418
$14,406,513
$515,000
$1,060,900
$0

$22,300,000

$0

$515,000

$1,060,900

$0

$14,406,513

$0

$9,552,418

$25,534,831

TOTAL

$150,000
$25,000
$800,000
$0

$0
$0
$0
$2,060,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$12,000,000

$0

$12,360,000

$0

$0

$0

$800,000

$0

$824,000

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$150,000
$25,000
$800,000
$2,060,000

2015
2015
2015
2016

$0

$0

$12,360,000

2016

$0

$0

$824,000

2016

$0

$0

Regional Park Acquisition
R-10
R-11
R-12
R-13
R-14

Ridgefield/Battle Ground Area
Chelatchie Prairie Corridor
Lower Daybreak property
Green Mountain
Trust Land Transfer

Acquisition (~200 acres)
Acquisition (~320 acres)
105 ac addition to Daybreak
public access addition
Accept Trust Lands from DNR

R
R
R
R

REET-R, CF
REET-R, CF
CF
REET-R, CF

R

state

TOTAL

G,D,P
G,D,P
G,D,P
G,D,P
G,D,P

tbd
tbd

$3,000,000

2021
2019
2016
2017
2015:2021

$3,000,000

$9,552,418
$14,406,513
$515,000
$1,060,900
$3,000,000
$28,534,831

Regional Park Development
R-15 Camp Currie

Development

R

REET-R

$2,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$2,731,818

$0

$0

$0

$2,731,818

G,D,P

$90,000

2018

$90,000

R-16 Frenchmans Bar Phase II

Disc Golf Development

R

REET-R

$20,000

$20,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$20,000

G,D,P

tbd

2015

$20,000

R-17 Green Mountain Park

Phase I Development

R

REET-R

$1,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,738,911

$0

$1,738,911

G,D,P

tbd

2020

$1,738,911

R-18 Lower Daybreak Park

Phase I Development

R

REET-R

$4,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$4,917,272

$0

$0

$0

$4,917,272

G,D,P

tbd

2018

$4,917,272

R-19 Camp Lewisville

Ongoing Renovation

R

REET-R

$200,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$225,102

$0

$0

$200,000

G,D,P

tbd

2019

$200,000

R-20 Brush-Prairie Regional Park

Phase I Development

R

REET-R

$1,850,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,208,997

$1,850,000

G,D,P

tbd

2021

$1,850,000

$10,570,000

$20,000

$0

$0

$7,649,089

$225,102

$1,738,911

$2,208,997

$11,458,000

TOTAL

$90,000

$8,816,183

Regional Park Improvements & Repair
R-21 Camp Host Pads

Van Lake, Moulton Falls, Lacamas

R

REET-R

$75,000

$75,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$75,000

R-22 Moulton Falls

Repair and stain main bridge

R

REET-R

$120,000

$0

$123,600

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$123,600

R-23 Wayfinding Signage

Fabrication & Installation

R

REET-R

$45,000

$0

$46,350

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$46,350

--

R-24 Frenchman's Bar

Spray Park

R

REET-R

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$546,364

$0

$0

$0

$546,364

G,D,P

--

2015

$75,000

--

2016

$123,600

--

2016

$46,350

tbd

2018

$546,364

R-25 Salmon Creek Regional Park

Off Leash facility

R

REET-R

$225,000

$0

$0

$238,703

$0

$0

$0

$0

$238,703

--

--

2017

R-26 Regional Capital Repairs

Restoration

R

REET-R

$2,100,000

$300,000

$309,000

$318,270

$327,818

$337,653

$347,782

$358,216

$2,298,739

--

--

2015:2021

$2,298,739

R-27 Regional Park ADA Upgrades

ADA Compliance Program

R

REET-R

$1,400,000

$200,000

$206,000

$212,180

$218,545

$225,102

$231,855

$238,810

$1,532,492

2015:2021

$1,532,492

R-28 Surface Seal Pavement

regional parks & trails

R

REET-R

$300,000

$0

$309,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$309,000

$4,765,000

$575,000

$993,950

$769,153

$1,092,727

$562,754

$579,637

$597,026

$5,170,247

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$245,864

$0

$0

$0

$245,864

L,G,D,P

$900,000

L,G,D,P

n/a

TOTAL

2016
$0

$238,703

$309,000
$5,170,247

Trail Acquisition
R-29 Livingston Mountain Trail

WA State Forest Partnership

R

state

R-30 Green Mountain Trail

Green Mt Park to Goodwin Rd

R

REET-R

R-31 Chelatchie Prairie RR Trail

Reversionary rights

R

REET-R

$2,500,000

$0

$2,575,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,575,000

R-32 East Powerline Trail

Easements: 192nd to Lacamas TH

R

REET-R

$1,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$1,639,091

$0

$0

$0

$1,639,091

2018

R-33 Van Lake-FB loop

Connection south of game lands

R

REET-R

$145,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$163,199

$0

$0

$163,199

2019

R-34 LRVL Water Trail Access

TH Parking at Fales Rd

R

REET-R

$350,000

$0

$0

$371,315

$0

$0

$0

$0

$371,315

$4,720,000

$0

$2,575,000

$371,315

$1,884,954

$163,199

$0

$0

$4,994,468

TOTAL

n/a
$225,000

P

n/a

2015:2021

n/a

2018

$1,145,864

2016

n/a

2017
$900,000

$1,145,864

Trail Development & Improvements
R-35 Vancouver Lake Trail

Vancouver Lk Park to Lake R

R

REET-R

$150,000

$0

$0

$0

$163,909

$0

$0

$0

$163,909

F,S,L,G,D,P

$750,000

2018

$913,909

R-36 Chelatchie Prairie RR Trail

Battle Ground to DNR

R

REET-R

$1,000,000

$0

$1,030,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,030,000

F,S,L,G,D,P

$1,650,000

2016

$2,680,000

R-37 Chelatchie Prairie RR Trail

Salmon/Morgan to BG

F,S,L,G,D,P

$5,250,000

2016

$7,052,500

tbd

2017

$106,090

2018

$27,318

R-38
R39

R/UU

REET-R

$1,750,000

$0

$1,802,500

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,802,500

Regional Trail Signage Program

Fabrication & Installation

All

REET-R

$100,000

$0

$0

$106,090

$0

$0

$0

$0

$106,090

Hantwick Rd. Trailhead

Camp Host Pad

R

REET-R

$25,000

$0

$0

$0

$27,318

$0

$0

$0

$27,318

G,D,P

Clark County - Regional System
Local Funding
Prj # Project Name

Description

Uninflated

Total Estimated

Estimated Cost with Annual Inflation (3%)

PIF

Outside

Expected

Total Estimated

Funding
Source

TOTAL

Local Cost

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

$3,025,000

$0

$2,832,500

$106,090

$191,227

2020

2021

Local Cost

Source

$0

$0

$0

$3,129,817

Outside Cost

Year

$7,650,000

Cost
$10,779,817

Special Facility Acquisition
R-40 Prairie Softball Complex

Existing/private sports complex

R

REET-R

$3,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$3,278,181

$0

$0

$0

$3,278,181

F,S,L,G,D,P

$1,500,000

2018

$4,778,181

R-41 Regional Sports Complex

I-5 Corridor

R

REET-R

$6,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$6,753,053

$0

$0

$6,753,053

F,S,L,G,D,P

$6,000,000

2019

$12,753,053

$9,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$3,278,181

$6,753,053

$0

$0

$10,031,234

TOTAL

$7,500,000

$17,531,234

Special Facility Development
R-42 Vancouver Lake Rowing Club

Boathouse

R

REET-R

$50,000

$50,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$50,000

G,D,P

tbd

2015

R-43 Brush Prairie Regional Park

Sports Field Development (phase I)

R

REET-U

$1,600,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,910,484

$0

G,D,P

tbd

2021

$0

R-44 Prairie Softball Complex

Sports Field Development

R

REET-R

$3,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,376,526

$0

$0

$3,376,526

M,G,D,P

tbd

2019

$3,376,526

R-45 Regional Sports Complex

Sports Field Development

R

REET-R

M,G,D,P

tbd

2021

TOTAL

$1,260,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,504,506

$0

$5,910,000

$50,000

$0

$0

$0

$3,376,526

$0

$3,414,990

$3,426,526

$0

$50,000

$0
$3,426,526

Planning
R-46 Regional Parks Comp Plan

Regional element

R

REET-R

$60,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$71,643

$71,643

--

--

2021

R-47 Green Mountain

Master Plan

R

REET-R

$75,000

$0

$0

$0

$81,955

$0

$0

$0

$81,955

--

--

2018

$71,643
$81,955

R-48 Whipple Creek

Master Plan Update

R

REET-R

$45,000

$0

$0

$0

$49,173

$0

$0

$0

$49,173

2018

$49,173
$90,177

R-49 Camp Currie

Master Plan

R

REET-R

$85,000

$0

$0

$90,177

$0

$0

$0

$0

$90,177

--

--

2017

R-50 Camp Lewisville/Camp Hope

Master Plan

R

REET-R

$35,000

$0

$36,050

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$36,050

--

--

2016

$36,050

R-51 Brush Prairie Reg Park

Master Plan

R

REET-R

$115,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$137,316

$137,316

--

--

2021

$137,316

$415,000

$0

$36,050

$90,177

$131,127

$0

$0

$208,959

$466,313

TOTAL

$0

$466,313

Conservation Futures Partnerships Projects
Lower Washougal Greenway
Columbai River Shoreline
Gee Creek Greenway
Woodin Creek Greenway
Felida Bluffs/Lake River Greenway
East Fork Lewis River Rock Creek
Phase 2

Bowling Alley Reach (2 ac)
I-205 to Lady Island (12 ac)
Ridgefield NWR to High School (2030 ac)
Salmon Creek to Heisson Road (1020 ac)
Vancouver Lk to Salmon Ck (20-30
ac)

Tier 1 Steelhead Reaches (60-75 ac)
Hartwood/Eldridge Park Addition (40
ac)
Campen Creek Greenway
Thompson Rd to Little League Fields
(40 ac)
Yacolt Parks and Open Space
Washougal Greenway Lacamas Creek Columbia River to Lacamas Creek
Reach
(80-100 ac)
Washougal River Waterfront Park
Phase II
Upstream of Hathaway Park (8-10 ac)
Camp Currie Addition (22-25 ac)
Lacamas Creek
High Points on Green Mtn. (70-100
ac)
Green Mountain Addition
Northeast side of Lake (40-60 ac)
Lacamas Lake Greenway
Fairgrounds Park to Tukes Mtn
Lewis and Clark Trail
Forested uplands (50 ac)
Tukes Mountain
Heisson Rd. to School Trust Lands
(160 ac)
Wooding Creek Greenway Phase II
TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL REGIONAL
TOTAL - ALL PROJECTS

R
R

CF
CF

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

--

--

2015
2015

$0

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2015

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2015

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2015

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2016

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2016

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2016

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2016

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

--

--

2016

$0

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

--

--

2016

$0

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

--

--

2016

$0

R

CF

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

--

--

--

2018
2018
2019

$0

CF

$0
$0
$0

--

R

$0
$0
$0

$0

R

CF

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

--

--

2019

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$70,030,000

$1,620,000

$22,196,500

$4,837,704

$11,222,306

$18,734,094

$2,318,548

$108,728,845

$2,980,000

$25,275,522

$11,500,665

$14,391,215

$23,955,813

$17,163,664

$0

$0

#N/A

$11,640,000

$58,339,781

#N/A

$20,590,000

$110,639,231

Urban Unincorporated Area
Project Name

Description

PIF

Local
Funding
Source

Outside
Funding
Source

Estimated
Cost

Priority

Neighborhood Parks
Acquisition
Neighborhood Park #5-1

5

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #5-2

5

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #6-1

6

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #6-2

6

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #7-1

7

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #7-2

7

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #8-1

8

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #8-2

8

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #9-1

9

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #9-2

9

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #10-1

10

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #10-2

10

PIF-A

G,D,P

Neighborhood Park #__-3
Neighborhood Park #__-3

10

PIF-A

G,D,P

PIF-A

G,D,P

TOTAL

$720,000

Low

$790,000

Low

$1,510,000

Development
Mackie NH park

Level II development

5

PIF/REET

Vydra NH park

Level II development

5

PIF/REET

G,D,P

$450,000

Med

Sunnyside NH park

Level II development

6

PIF/REET

Sunset NH park

Level II development

6

PIF/REET

St Johns NH park

Level II development

7

PIF/REET

Blueberry NH park

Level II development

8

PIF/REET

Foley NH park

Level II development

9

PIF/REET

Kozy Kamp NH park

Level II development

10

PIF/REET

G,D,P

$450,000

Med

Mount Vista

Level II development

10

PIF/REET

G,D,P

$450,000

Low

TOTAL

$1,350,000

Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
TOTAL

Community Parks
Acquisition
Community Park #5-1
Community Park #5-2
Community Park #7-1
Community Park #8-1
Community Park #10-1
Community Park #10-2
TOTAL

Development
Pacific Park

Level III development

4

PIF, REET

G,P

Med

Curtin Springs Habitat Park

Level II development

7

PIF,REET

G,P

Low

Level II development
Level II development

8

PIF, REET

G, P

9

PIF, REET

G,P

Pleasant Valley Community Park
Cougar Creek Woods

TOTAL

Med

Urban Unincorporated Area
Project Name

Description

PIF

Local
Funding
Source

Outside
Funding
Source

7/8

no current

G,D,P

Med

no current

G,D,P

Low

no current

G,D,P

Estimated
Cost

Priority

Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
TOTAL

Open Space & Greenways
Acquisition
See separate listing
TOTAL

Trails
Development
Chelatchie RR Trail

St. John's to 119th (5.8m)

Burnt Bridge Creek Trail
TOTAL

Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
TOTAL

Recreation Facilities
Acquisition
Future Community Rec Center Site NW area
#1

TOTAL

Development
Community Rec Center

Construction

Low

TOTAL

$0

Special Facilities
Development
Heritage Farm

Phase III Development

Off Leash Area - Southeast

Development Match

Off Leash Area #3 - North UUA

Development Match

M,G,D,P

Med

Off Leash Area #4 - Northwest UUA Development Match

M,G,D,P

Med

Motorized Boat Launch

Columbia River Access

TOTAL

$0

Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
TOTAL
GRAND TOTAL UUA

$0

Regional System
Project Name

Description

Funding

Funding

Cost

Priority

Regional Parks
Acquisition
Conversion (~160 acres)

R

--

--

North Fork Lewis River RP

Acquisition (~200 acres)

R

no current

La Center/Ridgefield Area RP
Tukes Mountain

Acquisition (~200 acres)
Acquisition (~150 acres)

R

no current
no current

Conversion of Souixon

R

n/a

Low

G,D,P

$8,000,000

Med

G,D,P
G,D,P

$8,000,000
$6,000,000

Med
Med

TOTAL

$22,000,000

Development
Whipple Creek Reg Park & Trail

Master Planning & Development

R

REET-R

G,D,P

$650,000

Med

Bratton Canyon

Master Planning & Redevelopment

R

REET-R

G,D,P

$225,000

Low

Camp Currie

Redevelopment

R

REET-R

G,D,P

$1,050,000

Low

Green Mountain

Phase II Development

R

REET-R

G,D,P

$700,000

Low

Lucia Falls Park

Phase II Development

R

REET-R

G,D,P

$700,000

Low

Lacamas Lake Park

Phase II Development

R

REET-R

G,D,P

$500,000

Med

Camp Bonneville
Salmon Creek Uplands Access

Phase I Development
Park Development

R

REET-R

R

REET-R

G,D,P
G,D,P

$5,000,000
$600,000

Low

TOTAL

$9,425,000

Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
Captain William Clark Park

Non-motorized boat launch

R

REET-R

G,D,P

TOTAL

$50,000

Low

$50,000

Planning
Camp Bonneville

Reuse and Master Plan Update

R

REET-R

Open Space & Greenways
Acquisition/Preservation
See separate listing

Low

TOTAL

Development
TOTAL
Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
Lewis River Greenway Project
Special Projects

Restoration

R

Restoration Opportunities

R

REET-R
REET-R

---

Med

$65,000

Low

$485,000

TOTAL

Project Name

$420,000

Description

Funding

Funding

Cost

Priority

Trails
Acquisition
Green Mountain Trail

Green Mtn Park to Goodwin Rd

R

REET-R

L,G,D,P

$100,000

Med

China Ditch

Hockinson Park to Lacamas Creek

R

REET-R

L,G,D,P

$1,000,000

Med

North South Powerline Trail
Chelatchie Prairie Trail

Ross to Lewis River Greenway
CASEE Center to Battle Ground

R

REET-R

L,G,D,P

n/a

Med

TOTAL

$1,100,000

Regional System
Project Name
Development

Description

Funding

Funding

Camp Bonneville Trail

Heritage Trail to Green Mtn

Camp Bonneville Trail

Green Mtn - 54th St (2.4m)

R

REET-R

R

REET-R

Camp Currie to Lacamas Trail
199th through City of BG (1.7m)

R

REET-R

F,S,L,G,D,
P
F,S,L,G,D,
P
L,G,D,P

Camp Currie-Lacamas Trail
Chelatchie RR Trail

R

REET-R

Chelatchie RR Trail

Moulton Falls to Yacolt (2.7m)

R

REET-R

I-5 Corridor

Downtown Vancouver to Ridgefield

R

REET-R

North Fork Lewis River

Yale Dam to Siouxon Park (3.7m)

R

REET-R

Cost

Priority
Low
Low

$300,000

F,S,L,G,D,
P
F,S,L,G,D,
P
F,S,L,G,D,
P
S,L,G,D,P

TOTAL

Med
Med
Low

n/a

Low
Low

$300,000

Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements
TOTAL

Special Facilities
Acquisition
Rural Sports Field Development Program
Site #3: Lacamas/Camas-Wash arSports Field Acquisition

R

REET-R

M,G,D,P

$450,000

Med

Site #5: East County/Camas-WashSports Field Acquisition
Site #6: North Clark/Battle Ground Sports Field Acquisition

R
R

REET-R
REET-R

M,G,D,P
M,G,D,P

$600,000
$900,000

Med
Low

TOTAL

$1,950,000

Development
English Pit Rifle Range

Relocation to Camp Bonniville

R

BMX Park

Development in regional park

TBD

Disc Golf-Small/mid-size course #2 Development in regional park

1

Motorized Boat Launch

R

TOTAL

Development along Columbia
Ri

REET-R

G,D,P

n/a

Low

REET-R

G,D,P

$500,000

Med

$500,000

GRAND TOTAL REGIONAL
TOTAL - ALL CAPITAL
PROJECTS

Non-Capital Projects
Project Name

Description

Feasibility Study
Survey - assess changing needs

Community Rec Center
Public survey for Outdoor Rec

Motorized & Non-motorized Boat
Launch Site Study
East Fork Lewis River Greenway

Condition Assessment
TOTAL

PIF

Local
Funding
Source

Outside
Funding
Source

8/9/10
All

REET-U
REET-R

$60,000
$15,000

Med
Low

R

REET-R

$20,000

Low

All

REET-R

Estimated
Cost

Priority

Management Plan

Med
$95,000
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARK INVENTORY
Unincorporated Urban Area

District Park Name

Current Acres

Type

UUA

Ownership

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

NH

1
1

Clark County

1.81
1.81

0.00
0.00

1.81
1.81

PARK DISTRICT 1 - City PIF District
1

Alki Road

District 1 Subtotal

PARK DISTRICT 4 - City PIF District
4

Vandervort

NH

1
1

Clark County

3.00
3.00

5.00
5.00

8.00
8.00

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Cherry
Dogwood
Harmony Ridge
Little Prairie
Mackie
Oak Grove
Otto Brown
Sifton
Tiger Tree
Vydra

NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
10

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County

0.00
4.86
0.00
0.00
6.44
0.00
7.99
0.00
0.00
5.07
24.36

2.87
0.00
4.21
2.26
0.00
3.92
0.00
5.05
6.12
0.00
24.43

2.87
4.86
4.21
2.26
6.44
3.92
7.99
5.05
6.12
5.07
48.79

NH
NH
NH
NH

1
1
1
1
4

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County

0.00
0.00
4.23
3.96
8.19

4.58
8.22
0.00
0.00
12.80

4.58
8.22
4.23
3.96
20.99

NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
7

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County

0.00
0.00
7.25
0.00
1.89
1.35
0.00
10.49

5.87
2.37
0.00
3.01
0.00
0.00
3.71
14.96

5.87
2.37
7.25
3.01
1.89
1.35
3.71
25.45

NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
7

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
School District
School District

3.82
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.82

0.00
5.00
7.76
5.66
8.25
5.00
2.00
33.67

3.82
5.00
7.76
5.66
8.25
5.00
2.00
37.49

NH
NH
NH

1
1
1

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County

0.00
0.00
4.40

1.30
5.47
0.00

1.30
5.47
4.40

District 4 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 5 - Shared PIF District

District 5 Subtotal

PARK DISTRICT 6 - County Only PIF District
6
6
6
6

Covington
Orchard Highlands
Sunnyside
Sunset (School) Park

District 6 Subtotal

PARK DISTRICT 7 - Shared PIF District
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

Bosco Farm
Fisher, Douglas Carter
Kelley Meadows
Road's End
Saint Johns
Tower Crest
Walnut Grove
District 7 Subtotal

PARK DISTRICT 8 - County Only PIF District
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

Blueberry
Greyhawk
Lalonde, Kate & Clarence Park
Padden
Tenny Creek
Gaiser Middle School Park
Sarah J. Anderson Elementary School
District 8 Subtotal

PARK DISTRICT 9 - County Only PIF District
9
9
9

Eisenhower Elementary School Park
Fazio, Jack Z.
Foley

C:\ConservTechnix-local\ClarkCo_PROS\edits\Inventory Tables__2014_CP_Draft 9-3-14
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARK INVENTORY
Unincorporated Urban Area

District Park Name
9
9
9
9
9

Jorgenson Woods
Raspberry Fields
Sergeant Brad Crawford
Sorensen
Stockford Village
District 9 Subtotal

Current Acres

Type

UUA

Ownership

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

NH
NH
NH
NH
NH

1
1
1
1
1
8

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County

0.00
0.00
0.00
4.97
2.50
11.87

7.11
4.32
2.45
0.00
2.50
23.15

7.11
4.32
2.45
4.97
5.00
35.02

NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH

1
1
1
1
1
1
6

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
School District

0.00
4.98
4.01
6.09
0.00
0.00
15.08

5.32
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.00
1.50
11.82

5.32
4.98
4.01
6.09
5.00
1.50
26.90

78.62

125.83

204.45

PARK DISTRICT 10 - County Only PIF District
10
10
10
10
10
10

Chinook
Kozy Kamp
Mount Vista
Salmon Creek Community Club
Vista Meadows
Salmon Creek Elementary School Park
District 10 Subtotal
NEIGHBORHOODPARKTOTAL

44
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COMMUNITY PARK INVENTORY
Urban Unincorporated Area

Current Acres

Site Count
District Park Name

Type

UGA

Ownership

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

PARK DISTRICT 3 - City Only PIF District
3

Pacific

4

Pacific

District 3 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 4 - City Only* PIF District
District 4 Subtotal

CP

0

Clark County

0.00
0.00

12.97
12.97

12.97
12.97

CP

1
1

Clark County

0.00
0.00

12.96
12.96

12.96
12.96

Clark County
Clark County

16.00
0.00
16.00

24.00
12.96
36.96

40.00
12.96
52.96

PARK DISTRICT 5 - Shared PIF District
5
5

Hockinson Meadows
Pacific

CP
CP

1

6
6

Curtin Creek
Orchards

CP
CP

1
1
2

Vancouver
Clark County

33.45
33.50
66.95

0.00
16.53
16.53

33.45
50.03
83.48

7

Shaffer, Raymond E

CP

1
1

Clark County

10.08
10.08

0.00
0.00

10.08
10.08

8
8

Hazel Dell
Pleasant Valley

CP
CP

1
1
2

Clark County
Clark County

0.00
40.34
40.34

20.00
0.00
20.00

20.00
40.34
60.34

CP
CP
CP
CP

1
1
1
1
4

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
School District

10.00
0.00
41.82
0.00
51.82

0.00
14.54
20.00
11.75
46.29

10.00
14.54
61.82
11.75
98.11

CP

1
1

Clark County

0.00
0.00

30.18
30.18

30.18
30.18

185.19

175.89

361.08

District 5 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 6 - County Only PIF District

District 6 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 7 - Shared PIF District
District 7 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 8 - County Only PIF District

District 8 Subtotal

1

PARK DISTRICT 9 - County Only PIF District
9
9
9
9

Cougar Creek Woods
Felida
Salmon Creek (includes VGSA)
Jason Lee Middle School
District 9 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 10 - County Only PIF District
10

Fairgrounds

District 10 Subtotal
COMMUNITY PARK TOTAL

12
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URBAN NATURAL AREA INVENTORY
Urban Unicorporated Area

Current Acres
District Park Name

Type

UUA

Ownership

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

Hockinson Meadows UNA
UNA
District 5 Subtotal

1
1

Clark County

80.00
80.00

0.00
0.00

80.00
80.00

PARK DISTRICT 7 - Shared City/County PIF District
7
Bosco Farms Urban Natural Area
UNA
District 7 Subtotal

1
1

Clark County

6.22
6.22

0.00
0.00

6.22
6.22

PARK DISTRICT 8 - County Only PIF District
8
Sherwood
UNA
8
Swan Ponds
UNA
District 8 Subtotal

1
1
2

Clark County
Clark County

21.58
3.72
25.30

0.00
0.00
0.00

21.58
3.72
25.30

UNA

1
1

Clark County

22.22
22.22

0.00
0.00

22.22
22.22

UNA
UNA
UNA
UNA
UNA

1
1
1
1
1
5
10

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County

30.18
6.60
22.56
40.00
3.31
102.65
236.39

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

30.18
6.60
22.56
40.00
3.31
102.65
236.39

PARK DISTRICT 5 - Shared City/County PIF District
5

PARK DISTRICT 9 - County Only PIF District
9

Cougar Creek Greenway
District 9 Subtotal
PARK DISTRICT 10 - County Only PIF District
10
Fairgrounds - conservation area
10
Salmon Creek Community Club
10
Whipple Creek Greenway
10
Whipple Creek Urban Wildlife Habitat
10
Whispering Firs
District 10 Subtotal
URBAN NATURAL AREA TOTAL

Inventory Tables__2014_CP_Draft 9-3-14; UNA InventoryTable
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REGIONAL PARK INVENTORY
County Wide

Current Acres

Site Count
District Park Name
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R

Type

Bratton Canyon
Brush Prairie
Daybreak Park
Frenchman's Bar
Green Mountain
Lacamas Lake
Lewisville Park
Lucia Falls
Moulton Falls
Salmon Creek (includes Klineline)
Vancouver Lake
Whipple Creek
Capt. William Clark

RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP
RP

City

UGA

1

1
1
1

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Port C-W

1
1

2

REGIONAL PARK TOTAL

Ownership

1
1
1
1
1

1

1

Rural

1

10

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

62.00
76.48
183.64
125.53
360.00
290.00
68.45
22.83
413.91
122.93
182.00
295.35
39.28

18.00
7.50
6.00
37.00
0.00
7.39
90.00
25.60
27.00
51.10
52.00
4.00
35.46

80.00
83.98
189.64
162.53
360.00
297.39
158.45
48.43
440.91
174.03
234.00
299.35
74.74

2,242.40

361.05

2,603.45

STATE AND FEDERAL PARKS
County Wide

Site Count
District Park Name
R
R
R
R

Type

Battle Ground Lake State Park
Fort Vancouver National Historic Site
Paradise Point State Park
Reed Island State Park

SF
SF
SF
SF

SPECIAL USE AREAS TOTAL

City

UGA

1

Current Acres
Rural

Ownership

1

State Parks
NPS
State Parks
State Parks

1
1

1

0

3

Undev

Devel

240.00
154.00
61.00
510.00
965.00

40.00
75.00
35.00
150.00

2014 Total
280.00
229.00
96.00
0.00
605.00

REGIONAL NATURAL AREA INVENTORY
County Wide

Current Acres

Site Count
District Park Name
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R

East Fork Lewis River Greenway
East Vancouver Lake
Frenchman's Bar Trail
Green Lake
Hockinson Meadows
La Center Bottoms Stewardship Site
Lewis River Greenway
Lewis River Trail Ranch
Salmon Creek Greenway
Siouxon
South Vancouver Lake (Clark County)
Washougal River Greenway
South Vancouver Lake (Vancouver)

Type
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA
RNA

City

1
1

Ownership

1

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Vancouver

1
1

1

Inventory Tables__2014_CP_Draft 9-3-14; RP-SF-RNA-TG InventoryTable

Rural

1
1
1
1
1

1

REGIONAL NATURAL AREA TOTAL
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UGA

1

3

9

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

900.88
301.33
0.00
195.13
200.00
96.87
77.32
89.00
395.56
160.00
223.55
10.91
153.28

0.00
0.00
48.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.80
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

900.88
301.33
48.00
195.13
200.00
96.87
77.32
89.00
401.36
160.00
223.55
10.91
153.28

2,803.83

53.80

2,857.63

Page 1

SPECIAL FACILITY INVENTORY
County Wide

Site Count
District Park Name
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
R

Camp Currie
Camp Lewisville
Chelatchie Rail w/ Trail
English Pit Rifle Range
Fales Road
Haapa
Harmony Sports Complex
Hockinson Meadows- Sports Fields
Luke Jensen Sports Park
Tri-Mountain Golf Course
Enchanted Acres
Mud Lake
Cedar Creek Boat Access
Haapa (Pacific Power)
H.B. Fuller
WSU-Vancouver Campus
Vancouver Tennis Center
Steamboat Landing Park
Barber Access & Easement
Cedar Creek Pigeon Springs
Columbia Springs Environmental Ed. Ctr.
County Line Access
Grist Mill
Jenny Creek
Lacamas Lake Boat Access
Lewis River Estates
Moulton Falls (WDFW)
North Fork Hatchery
Two Forks
Wertheimer
Fisher Area Waterfront
SPECIAL USE AREAS TOTAL

Type
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF

City

UGA

1
1

Current Acres
Rural

Ownership

1
1
1

Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
Clark County
CLT
CLT
Pacific Power
Pacific Power
Private
State
VSD
Washougal
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDOT

1
1
1
1

1

1

3

Inventory Tables__2014_CP_Draft 9-3-14; RP-SF-RNA-TG InventoryTable

2

6

Undev

Devel

2014 Total

236.76
97.00
0.00
3.00
0.10
4.54
58.05
40.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

12.00
10.00
3.71
3.00
0.00
4.00
0.00
80.00
12.03
131.99
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.73
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

248.76
107.00
3.71
6.00
0.10
8.54
58.05
120.00
12.03
131.99
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.73
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

439.45

262.46

701.91
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APPENDIX D - Survey Summary
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To:

Bill Bjerke, Parks Manager
County Parks Division

From:

Steve Duh, Conservation Technix Inc.

Date:

April 22, 2015

Re:

Clark County Parks & Recreation Plan Community Survey (Summary Results)

I.

METHODOLOGY

Conservation Technix is pleased to present the results of the Clark County community survey
assessing residents’ recreational needs, preferences and priorities. In close collaboration with staff,
Conservation Technix developed the 18-question survey which was estimated to take approximately
5-7 minutes to complete.
The survey was posted online via Clark County's website on February 18, 2015. The survey was
promoted in a number of ways, including:
 Three email blasts (Feb. 19, March 2 and April 30) to more than 5,300 recipients using Parks
email distribution list. The first two email blasts also promoted the public open houses.
 Another email blast by Clark County Community Planning using its distribution list.
 Other agencies, including Evergreen Public Schools, Vancouver Parks and Recreation
Department and the Parks Foundation of Clark County, were requested to publicize the
survey using their distribution lists.
 Attendees at three open houses during the first week of March were urged to take the survey
using laptops provided at each open house.
 Also, information about the survey was posted on the county’s website in three different
locations.
The survey was accessible to residents for seven weeks and was closed on April 3, 2015. A total of
1,483 completed surveys were recorded. Since the survey was open to the general public, and
respondents were not selected through statistical sampling methods, the results are not necessarily
representative of all Clark County residents. Percentages in the report may not add up to 100% due
to rounding.

PO Box 12736



Portland, OR 97212

www.conservationtechnix.com

503.989.9345 (p)
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Community Survey 2015
Summary Results

II.

KEY FINDINGS
A. PERCEPTIONS OF CLARK COUNTY PARKS
Community Value of Parks and Recreation

Nearly all respondents (99.0%) noted that Clark County's parks and recreation services were
important to the community’s quality of life. No gender or age based differences were noted.
Howwouldyoudescribetheroleofparksandrecreationinthe
county'squalityoflife?
1%
12%
Essentialtothequalityoflifehere
Importantbutnotcritical
Moreofaluxurythatwedon’tneed
Don'tKnow

87%

A majority of respondents (83%) rated the quality of the maintenance and upkeep of the Clark
County parks (Q3) as good or very good.
H o w wo uld y o u ra te the ma inte na nc e a nd up k e e p o f the Cla rk
Co unty p a rk s y o u ha v e v is ite d ?

2%
15%

24%
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

59%
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B. PUBLIC USE OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Participation and Frequency of Use
Residents were asked how many times over the past year they or other members of their household
had visited parks in Clark County (Q4). A majority of respondents visited parks at least two to three
times per month (68.8%), and slightly more than one-third of respondents visited parks at least once
per week (37.9%).
Also, residents were asked how many times over the past year they used the walking or biking trails
in Clark County (Q5). A majority (62.1%) visited trails at least two to three times per month. Similar
to park usage, more than one-third (36.3%) visited trails at least once per week.
Women had slightly higher frequency of park and trail visitation than men.
FrequencyofUseofClarkCountyParksandTrails
40.0%

37.9%

36.3%

35.0%
30.9%
30.0%
25.8%
25.0%
20.0%

17.2%

18.4%

15.0%

15.9%
11.9%

10.0%
5.0%

1.2% 1.5%

1.0%

2.1%

0.0%

Atleastoncea
week

Twoorthreetimes
amonth

Aboutoncea
month

Visited Public Park in County
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Residents were asked what recreational activities they participated in within the last year. Walking or
hiking was noted as the most popular (87.5%) - followed by picnicking (59.9%), bicycling (59.6%),
wildlife observation (58.6%) and jogging or running (48.5%).
Only minor variations were observed between genders. Men had slightly higher participation in
cycling and fishing, and women had slightly higher participation in picnicking and horseback riding.

ParticipationinRecreationActivities
Hikingorwalking

87.5%

Picnicking

59.9%

Bicycling

59.6%

Wildlifeobservation

58.6%

Joggingorrunning

48.5%

Camping

48.2%

Swimming

44.2%

ExercisingdogatanoffͲleashdogarea

34.6%

Fishing

30.4%

Canoeingorkayaking

29.1%

Soccer

24.1%

Boating

21.0%

Basketball

17.7%

Frisbeeordiscgolf

17.5%

Baseball

12.7%

Horsebackriding

11.9%

Tennis

10.9%

Softball

8.9%

Skateboarding

8.0%

Volleyball

6.8%

Horseshoes

6.4%

Other(pleasespecify)

10.5%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

The written responses to the "Other" category are noted at the end of this summary. Frequently
mentioned activities included:
 mountain biking
 dog walking
 playing at a playground; watching kids or grandkids at a playground

PO Box 12736

140



Portland, OR 97212

www.conservationtechnix.com

503.989.9345 (p)

100%

Clark County: Parks & Rec Plan Update

Page5

Community Survey 2015
Summary Results

C. PRIORITIES FOR PARKS AND RECREATION
Selecting Priorities
Respondents were informed that planning for the future can involve making choices and trade-offs.
They were then asked to choose among six items to indicate their preferences among different park
and recreation services (Q6). The highest ranking in over half of the responses (52.7%) was given
for hiking and walking trails. Playgrounds and play parks for children ranked second with 51.1% of
responses placing this in the top two choices. Picnic facilities also ranked high, and only slightly
lower than playgrounds, with nearly even responses for picnic facilities as the second or third
priority. Sports fields, boat launches and skateboarding/BMX area were ranked much lower n
comparison (4th, 5th and 6th positions, respectively). Overall, the facilities that can accommodate
usage by the general public ranked higher than specialized facilities.
PrioritiesforSelectedRecreationalOpportunities

52.7%

Hikingandwalkingtrails

Playgroundsandplayparksfor
children

20.4%

11.4%

SportsFields

10.0%

Boat/watercraftlaunches

3.7%

Picnicfacilities,including
shelters,tablesandbarbeques

19.6%

30.7%

25.3%

30.8%

7.4%

9.2%

15.3%

33.8%

14.7%

7.8%

SkateboardingorBMXriding
areas
0%

10%

1st Priority
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Respondents were asked to rate the importance of selected recreation facilities in an effort to assess
an overall priority for future recreation program planning. Trail connections and trail access rated
highest (61.9%), followed by group picnic shelters, sport courts and off-leash areas. Respondents
under 34 and over 55 were slightly more in favor of off-leash dog areas than sport courts, and both
sets of age groups placed off-leash area in third priority position. No significant gender differences
were noted in the responses.

Trailconnectionsand/ortrail
access

61.9%

10.3%

OffͲleashdogareas

Boatingandfishingfacilities

7.4%

Lighted,syntheticturf
playfields

18.2%

9.7%

7.6%

16.8%

20.1%

15.5%

12.4%

6.1% 7.7%

8.2%

13.3%

13.8%

10.4%

10.2%

11.0%

Volleyballcourts
0%

10%

20%

1st Priority
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In a different grouping of major facility types, respondents were asked to rank among a listing of
local and regional parks, sport facilities and water access (Q13). Local parks within walking distance
from ranked highest in importance - suggesting the relative importance of accessible, nearby
recreation. Regional parks ranked second, followed by water access opportunities and sports
facilities. Respondents over 55 were the only subgroup that varied from the overall rankings, and
this group showed a slightly stronger interest in water access and less interest in sports facilities.

aregionalparkwithlotsof
amenities

asportsfacilityforactive
teamͲbasedsports

8.6%

0%

10%

20%

1st Priority

39.1%

30.8%

23.8%

10.7%

27.9%

49.6%

16.8%

accesstowaterwaysfor
boating,swimmingor 6.2%
fishing

50.9%

29.8%

30%

11.5%

18.0%

66.3%

40%

5.7%

alocalparkortrailwithin
walkingdistancefromhome

4.2%

RelativeImportance(Rank)ofSelectedFacilities

50%

2nd Priority

60%

70%

3rd Priority

80%

90%

100%

4th Priority

Further exploring the trail facility preferences and priorities of residents, respondents were asked to
rank a set of different types of trail facilities (Q14). Unpaved trails in natural areas had the highest
ranking (58.3%), and there were no differences by subgroups of age or gender. A second tier
grouping included trailhead restrooms, paved shared-used trails and trailhead parking. These
facilities ranked very closely to one another, and there were no differences by subgroups of age or
gender. A third, lower tier grouping of facilities included drinking fountains, mountain biking trails
and equestrian trails.

PO Box 12736



Portland, OR 97212

www.conservationtechnix.com

503.989.9345 (p)

143

Clark County Parks, Recreation & Open Space Plan | 2015

Clark County: Parks & Rec Plan Update

Page8

Community Survey 2015
Summary Results

PrioritiesforSelectedTrailFacilities
Unpavedtrailsinnatural
areas
Restroomsattrailheads

46.2%

Pavedsharedpathsfor
pedestriansandcyclists

45.6%

Drinkingfountains

8.3%

0%

5.4%

Equestriantrails

13.5%

41.1%

33.2%

35.7%

16.0%

11.2%

Mountainbikingtrails

16.7%

28.8%

21.5%

14.5%

16.0%

32.5%

40.6%

Trailheadparking

12.2%

25.7%

58.3%

25.2%

10%

20%

1st Priority

30%

40%

2nd Priority

50%
3rd Priority

60%

70%

4th Priority

80%

90%

100%

5th Priority

Regarding water access opportunities, respondents were asked to rank a set of items related to
water-dependent recreation and support facilities (Q8). Physical access to beaches and rivers ranked
highest (48%) of the group, and there were no differences by subgroups of age or gender. Passive
access to water via viewpoints and vistas ranked second of the group - ahead of the three options
that included some form of waterfront improvement for the listed facilities. Boat launches for handcarry craft ranked third, followed by docks and trailered boat launches and ramps. The ranking of
these items were consistent across age and gender subgroups.
Next, respondents were asked to rank the importance of different sport facilities (Q9). Sport fields
adjacent to playgrounds and other park amenities ranked highest at 2.25 on a 5-point scale (63.2% of
respondents ranked it as either first or second priority). All weather synthetic turf followed closely
behind 2.58 (53.6% of respondents ranked it as either first or second priority). A significant plurality
of respondents noted that sport fields are not important priorities to their household.
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Beachorriversideaccess,
includingswimmingor
wading

48.0%

30.2%

Waterviewpoints&vistas

HandͲcarryboatlaunches
(i.e.,kayaksandcanoes)

Traileredboatlaunches/
ramps

11.5%

3.4%

Docksforfishingor
temporarymoorage

31.2%

13.5%

0%
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33.6%

11.7%
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1st Priority
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Funding Priorities
Respondents were asked to rate the satisfaction with the overall value their household receives
(Q10) from the Clark County Parks. A strong majority (86.3%) noted they were either satisfied or
very satisfied with the value provided by Clark County Parks. Only 2.3% were very dissatisfied.
Women and respondents under 34 indicated higher levels of satisfaction (87.8% and 88%,
respectively), and respondents over 55 indicated a higher level of dissatisfaction (3.6%).
SatisfactionwiththeOverallValuefromtheClark
CountyParks
2.3%

0.6%

10.7%
VerySatisfied
SomewhatSatisfied
36.2%

SomewhatDissatisfied
VeryDissatisfied
Don’tKnow

50.1%

Finally, respondents were asked to allocate a hypothetical $100 budget across multiple choices (Q11)
in a effort to identify investment priorities in Clark County parks, trails, sports, and recreation
facilities. Consistent with other ranking questions in this survey, respondents most strongly favored
allocating funding ($37.63) toward the acquisition and development of walking and hiking trails. An
almost equal allocation ($34.59) was suggested for maintenance and improvements to existing parks
and facilities. Also consistent with the findings from other survey questions, respondents offered the
lowest allocation toward the construction of sport fields. Nearly one-third of the budget allocation
($28.12) went toward items in an "Other" category.
With regard to the subgroup populations, there was no significant difference in responses by gender.
Respondents under age 34 more heavily supported the acquisition of new parkland ($26.60) over the
total sample. Respondents between 35 and 54 showed stronger support for the construction of
sports fields ($28.68) over the total sample. Respondents over 55 indicated a higher allocation
($39.88) toward maintenance of existing facilities.
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Allocating$100acrossSelectedActivities
Acquisitionanddevelopment
ofwalkingandbikingtrails

$37.63

Improvements/maintenance
ofexistingparksand
recreationfacilities

$34.59

$28.12

Other

Acquisitionofnewparkland
andopenspace

$24.89

Constructionofnewsports
fields(softball,soccer,
baseball,etc.)

$21.05

$0.00

$5.00

$10.00

$15.00

$20.00

$25.00

$30.00

$35.00

$40.00

The written responses to the "Other" category are noted at the end of this summary. Frequently
mentioned funding priorities included:
 equestrian trails
 mountain biking facilities
 off-leash areas
 pickleball courts
 disc golf courses
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D. DEMOGRAPHICS
The following details the demographic profile of survey respondents by type.
Q15. What is your gender?
Gender
Male
Female

Survey
41.7%
58.3%

Q16. What is your age?
AgeGroup
Youngerthan18
18to34
35to44
45to54
55to64
65andolder

ClarkCounty
48.5%
51.5%

Survey
0.7%
16.3%
25.9%
23.4%
20.2%
13.5%

Note:Countytotalsderivedfrom2010Census

Q17. What is your zip code?
ZipCode
98601
98604
98606
98607
98625
98626
98629
98642
98660
98661
98662
98663

Count
6
119
22
113
1
1
27
63
57
91
68
55

ZipCode
98664
98665
98666
98671
98674
98675
98682
98683
98684
98685
98686
Other

Count
43
96
1
50
10
12
103
89
51
185
64
14

Q18. How many children under age 18 currently live in your household?
Childrenunder18
Zero
One
Two
ThreeorMore

Count
676
208
285
157
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Open Ended Responses
Q2. Which of the following recreational activities did you, or a member of your family,
participate in within the last year? [ Responses below represent those submitted that fell
into the "Other" category. ]









































targetshooting,hunting
golf
battlegroundlittleleague
CoveredPicnicAreas
Motocross
SurveyingfrogeggmassesforSWAMP
DogwalkinginoffͲleashareas.PLEASEweneedmoreofthese!!
Exploringnaturalareaswitha3ͲyearͲoldandwatchinghimplayonparkequipmentwithotherkids.
Mountainbiking
Rugby
Swinging
Racquetball....itrainsheresome,justcallitindoortennis!
singletrackmountainbiking
NoNorthClarkCountySwimminghadtogotoPortlandParksandRecreation.
playgroundsforyoungchildren/bbqingshelters
enjoyingtheplaygroundsfortheyoungerchildrenandgrandchildren
MountainBikingonsingleͲtrackintheforest
MountainbikingatLarchmountain
It'smountainbiking.LookattheBayAreaforanexample.Wearemissingbigoppty.
Collectingnettles
playonplayequipment
MountainBiking
takinggranddaughtertoparktoplay
mountainbiking/mountainbikingpark/mountainbikejumppark/mountainbikedownhill/bmxbikepark
MountainBiking
Mountainbiking(weareindesperateneedofmoreplaces,don'tletusbecomethenextPortlandwithhow
theytreatMountainbikers!)
ExercisingmydogsAROUNDtheoutsideofthedogparks.Theyneedaplacewheretheycangooffleash
withoutotherdogsthatisclosedofffromtraffic.Theydonotcomewhencalledandhavebehaviorproblems
Withotherdogsandchildren.
Mountainbiking
barbecue
children'splayequipment
Playgrounds
Playgroundareas&splashparks/fountains
Takingmytoddlerstotheplaygrounds
Photography
Childplayareas/playstructures
keepingmypropertyneatandcleandon'thavetimeforthisstuff.
inmyownyard,alreadyhave7,200acressetaside?????wereallyneedmore?????
Playgroundactivitieswiththegrandchildren
Swings,slides,andplaygroundarea
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Mountainbiking
solace/rejuvenation/grounding,etc
PickleBall
Golfing
Englishpit
Visitedplayground
DragonBoating
playgroundwithtoddler
Walkingdogonleash
swimming
hurling,itskindoflikefieldhockey.
flyrcquadcopter
WalkingdogatanonͲleasharea
Justenjoyingtheplaystructuresconstantlywithtwoyoungchildren
We'reoldͲsonotasactiveasweoncewereͲbutgrandkidswillsoonbe"parkage"
Exercisedogatneighborhoodpark.
Takingmygrandsontoplaystructurestoplayandsocialize
Pickleball(newtrend,greatforseniorcitizens!)
rockclimbing,mountainbiking
takecareofhomesteadacresparkwithallthatmarijuanamoney...use"grass"moneytowatergrass
Childrenplayarea
Kiteflying
Marshallcentergym
bocce
Mountainbiking
Golf
Spendingtimerelaxingwithfriendsinparksandontrails
dragonboating
Fitnessclassesatrec.center
PlayinginwaterͲcreeks,streams,rivers
Wedding
Offroadmountainbikingandpavedtrailbikeriding
dogwalkingontrails
SUP
Hunting,shooting,archery
Playground&waterpark
Playingattheplayground
shootpotatoguns
Mountainbiking
HORSEBACKRIDINGTRAILRIDING
Dogwalkingonleash
Playinginyourparkswithmychildren!
volunteerworkinWhippleCreekRegionalPark
drivinghorseandcart
Mountainbiking
bicyclingontrailsinparticular
Mountainbiking
MountainBiking
hangingoutattheriver
socialgroupcelebrationsͲͲonecelebrationoflife
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Children'splaygrounds
mountainbiking
Mountainbiking
StandUpPaddleboarding
mountainbiking
Mountainbiking
Takingkidstoplayontheplaystructureatthelocalpublicpark.Iwishourlocal(LandoverͲSharmel)
neighborhoodparkwasdevelopedandhadaplaystructure,wewouldgotherealmosteveryday!!
grandchildrenplayedonplaystructure
Barbecuing
Birdwatching
enduranceridingonhorseback
StandͲuppaddleboarding,iceskating,crosscountryskiing
AsIhavegonethroughthesurveyIdidnotseeHorsetrailsmentioned/thereareover29,000horsesinClark
Countythatissignificant,andneedstobeahighpriorityforrecreationalconsiderations.Thereisan
EquestrianPlanthatwasacceptedOctober9th2012bytheCountyCommissioners.Itwasstated
"Encouragingmoreeconomicactivitywillbenefitthepublic,andasanyequestrianknows,owninghorsesis
certainlyaneconomicactivity."Thatsaid,IrepeatHorsetrails,shouldbeoneofthetopprioritiesfortheParks
Dept.WhenIamoutonthetrailsridingmyhorsepeopleoutwalking,ridingbikessoenjoymeetingusand
oftenstoppingandengagingmeinconversation.Horsehavebeenpartofourpastandtheyarepartofour
futuredon'toverlooktheneedformoreequestriantrail.ThankYou,KathyCannon
mountainbiketrails
gardening
Fountains/nonͲswimmingwateractivities
golf
playingatplayground
football,shooting
snowshoe
walkingdogonlead
EnjoyingtheColumbiaRiveratCottonwoodBeach
ScullingonVancouverLake
kiteflying
humanpoweredboatingonVancouverLake
FlyRCAirplanes
Mountainbiking
kickball,lacrosse,playgrounds
Walkingdogonleash
Mountainbikeriding
Horsebackriding
mountainbiking
Wearereallymissingthehorserelatedparks,therearesomanyhorsesinthisarea
discgolfingdogwalking
mountainbiking
Inlineskating
AlwayslookingfordogareasͲTherearenooffͲleashparksneardowntown.
mountainbiking
mountainbiking:skillpark,pumptrack,freeride
enjoyingnature,walkingmeditation
Amateurradioactivity(ParksontheAir)
playgrounduseͲͲswings,slides,etc
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Weenjoywalkinginourneighborhood.Also,itisimportanttotheSorensonneighborhoodtofinishtheirpark
thatthevotersapproved.
paddleboardandsmallboatsailingatVancouverlake
MountainBiking
Motorcycling
horsetrailcourse
Singletrackmountainbiketrails
mountainbiking
MountainBiking
Sittingonaparkbench,enjoyingtheoutdoors
Playground
MountainBiking
EnjoymentofwideopenspacesatvarioustimesoftheyearͲwatchingtheseasonsunfoldanddiscussingthe
positionofthesun,notingtheshadowsandtheeffectonfoliageandwildlife.
geocaching,birdwatching,playgrounds
Useofchildren'splaygrounds
Birdwatching
lacrosse
Racquetball
Dragonboating,rowing,kayaking
dogwalking
Walking
Climbing
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Q11. If you had an additional $100 to invest in Clark County parks, trails, sports, and
recreation facilities, how would you allocate the funds? [ Responses below represent those
submitted that fell into the "Other" category. ]



































Programs
Equestriantrails
Swimmingpools.ThereisalackofpublicpoolsinClarkCounty.Planningoffacilitiesneedstostart.
Investinourchildren!!
offtheleashdogpark
Horsefriendlyparks
Iwouldlikemoreflatwaterkayaklauncheswithramps.Noteveryonecancarryakayakoverthingsliketrails
etctolaunchit.SmithandBybeeLakeisanexampleofaplacethatisinaccessibletobebecauseofthelong
carrydistance.BestplacestolaunchincludetheMarineparkrampontheColumbiaandtheFish&Wildlife
gravelrampatVancouverLake.Itwouldbenicetoseeakayaklaunchareaforpeopleinwheelchairstoo.
Cougarcreekneedstobeprotectedandconnectedtosalmoncreekpark.Somucheducationalvaluethere
withitstartingattheheritagefarmandrunningbyColumbiaRHS
AcquisitionanddevelopmentofnewOffͲleashdogareasͲincludingonewithriver/wateraccess.
Stuffforkidsandfamilies
Applyingforgrantstodotheitemsmarked.
Enforcementofordinances,includingleashlaws,litteringandsmokinginnonsmokingareas.Understandably
difficulttoenforce,butitseemsnoeffortismade.Dogsareoftenrunningamokandleavingwasteallover
sportsfields,etc.
puttinginbathroomsorportapotty'sintheneighborhoodparksitshardtotalklittlekidstotheparkwhen
theyhavetogotothebathroom
Moreswingsets
Railstotrails
Offerclassesontheenvironmentandecologyoftheareainandsurroundingparks.
Equestriantrails
Ididn'tselect"other",butassumethatthe1stitemͲimprovementofexistingparks,refersalsotoparksthat
arestillabarepieceoflandsuchasthe"OttoBrown"park.
Horseridingtrails
CompletetheGCPDparksandaddadiversityofexperiencessuchasaccessibleplayequipmentandnature
playelementsforkidsofallabilities.Makesuretherearebenchesatparksandalongtrailstosupportuseby
peoplewithlimitedabilities.
Wildlifepreservation
"Newdogparks
Newneighborhoodparks"
Usewherevermostneeded(likeaslushfund)
ThisCountysorelyneedsTENNIS/Bball/Pickleballoutdoorcombocourts.Oracheapindoortennisfacility!?!
PLEASE?PͲLͲEͲEͲEͲEͲAͲSͲEͲEͲEͲE?I'mnotabovebegging!I'lldowhateverittakes!ReallyIwill.
Ourparksshouldbelargelysupportedbyuserfees.Theseshouldberestored,withdiscountsforseniors
and/orlowincome.ThereisnoreasonwhatͲsoͲeverfortheincreasedvandalismandlackofsupervisionthat
hasbeenbroughtaboutbythe"free"accessforall!Quittryingtofixthatwhichisnotbroken!Itwasbetter
beforeyouchangedit!
SpecificallyMountainBikingtrails,AKAnaturalsurfacesingleͲtrackintheforest
Mountainbiketrails
Horsetrails
Dogparksandmultiusetrailsthatallowhorses.
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Clarkcountyneedsmountainbiketrailaccessthatmixestrailsandpavementtoaccessvasttrailnetworks.
Educatedpeoplewithmoneyridemountainbikes.bikingisoneofthefastinggrowingsocialactivitiesforCͲ
Levelexecutives.Don'tignoretheimpactawellthoughtouttrailnetworkthatACCESSvastopenspace.Ifthe
designedsolutioninvolvesneedingtoputyourbikeonacarrack,don'tevenbother.Itneedstobeaccessible
frommixofroadsandtrails(mostlydirt).
Mountainbiketrailsandbikeskillsparks.LikeDuthieHillinKingCounty
Developmentofmountainbikingdesignatedtrails.
BMXparkorapumptrack.Morestuffforyoungcyclists.
Letsportsassociationsbuildnewsportsfieldsforcompetition.Countyparksshouldkeepafewsportsfields
upforpickupgamesforfamilies.
Ibelievethatthereneedstobemoreopportunitiesforactualbikeriding.Wehaveskateparks,walking/bike
pathsbutthereisacompletelackofanytypeofbicycleridingotherthantrundlingalongthewalkingpaths.
Wecyclists(beitBMXorMTB)needaplacetogoridethatisbothlegalandsomethingwecanenjoy.Not
everybodyiswantingtojustgopeddlearound,therearethoseofusthatneedmore2wheeledstimulation
suchasindoorbikeparks,outdoorbikeparks,evenhavingbikerelatedobstaclesthatparallelthepaths.
adogparkwithsealedfencinggatedforaggressivedogsthatcanbesharedͲindividually.thewayfrom
hazardousTowers.
mountainbiketrails
bathrooms!
Developmentofmorehorsetrails
Equestriantrailandlinkingparkstogether.Nopavedtrails
Moreplaygrounds
stupidthingwon'tletmejustput$100.00intrailcategory
campingsites,yurts,RVparkingatVancouverLake
Makingsurethereisgoodplayequipmentforchildren.
Emergency/vandalismorflexibilityifprioritylandbecomesavailabletopurchase;fundtomakeupforlossof
fees;restorefees
100lightedtracksandtrailsfornightrunning
waterfeatures
Weneedmoreequestrianrelatedparksandtrails
Developlandalreadyownedbythecounty.
moreparklanddedicatedtonativeplantsandwildlifehabitatwithtrailsandeducationalmaterial
$100tobeefupsecuritypatrolsandmaintenanceintheparkswealreadyhave
ImprovesafetyofexistingplaygroundsAndparks.Lightingoftrails.
Outdoorswimmingpool
Equestrianaccessandtrails
IndoorswimmingpoolforNORTHclarkcounty
Openupbetterboatlaunch(kayak)aroundVancouverLake,LacamasLake,LakeRiver,Ridgefield,WintlerPark
etc.
BeforeyouacquiremorelandmaintainwhatyouhaveANDdeveloplandyoualreadyhaveintoparksas
promised.
Restrooms
maintenanceͲͲIthinkit'ssufferedsomeinthelast18months
Isoldahousein2011andpaidenormousparktaxesanddidn'tgetshitformymoneycauseIdon'tusethe
parks.Completetaxationwithoutrepresentationoruse.Thesequestionsdon'taskifpeoplewantto
continuetheexistingtaxstructureforparks,
lesstax's!!!!!socialismonlyworkswellaslongasyoudon'trunoutofotherpeoplesmoney.
Keeprestroomsopenallyear.Itisreallyfrustratingtofindrestroomsthatarelockedduetolackoffunding,
ornothavingrestroomswhenneeded.
Communitygardenspace
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Putwalking/bikeunderpassesoroverpassesforroundaboutssothatdrivers,whoaresupposedtobelooking
left,donothavetodealwithcrosswalksontheright!!!
moretenniscourtsinparksasagoodallagesport,schoolgroundsopentothepublicasparksduringnonͲ
schoolhours,weekends,vacations,summers,reservingsomewaterfrontareasforpublicaccessparks,Shade
treesinparksstrategicallylocated,bathroomsopeninallcountyparksallmonthsoftheyearwithwater
access,atleastonegardenparkwithbulbs,floweringshrubs,roses,lilacsetc
Constructionoracquisitionofunusedtenniscourtsforpickleballwithnightlighting.
"itemsnotmention
eabove"
sidewalksandaccesstolocalparkssowedon'thavetodriveourkidsanddogs
Completetheparkon109thand26th
SecurityͲSomeonethatcangivecitationstocitizensthatarebreakingparkrules.
Thereisaneedformoresecurityintheparks.Drugdealing/use,sexualliaisonsbetweenjuveniles,
motorcyclesusingtheparkasashortcut,afterdarknefariousactivities.Securitycameraswouldhelpidentify
individualsforlawenforcement.
Removinginvasivespecies,managingforwildlife.
Addseatingalongtrailsandinparks(populationisaging);providedrinkingfountainsnearplaygroundsand
sportsfields.Addgarbagedisposalcans,oneperparkisNOTenough.
DiscGolfCourses.Leverichjustisn'tenoughandisnotafullcourse.IcrossintoOregontoplaymostofthe
time.I'dmuchratherplaylocallyandkeepmybusinesslocal.
SecurityPatrolsforlawandruleenforcement.,
Wheelchairandotherspecialneedsadaptedplaygroundequipment
Discgolfcourse
Fieldsforemergingsports.
CreationofmoreoffͲleashdogarea
DevelopCougarCreekPark.
Swimmingaccesswithlifeguards
Boatlaunches
PutfundstowardfencingofftheareasouthofTowerCrestParkthatbacksuptoaresidentialneighborhoodͲ
thereisvandalism,druguse,unsupervisedyouthdestroyingtreestomakedangerousbikeramps.Thepolice,
cityandcountyofficialshavebeennotifiedofthisongoingissuetonoavail.
Tiedinwithschoolprograms,from1Ͳ12grade
communitycenteropportunitiesaroundthecounty
Dogparksplease
funtypeplaygroundandexercise(gymͲlike)setupforpeopleonfoot,ratherthansportfieldsfororganized
teams
Taxesarehighenoughtopayforparksupkeep...useyouHUGEincomefrommarijuana.Shouldbeashamed
fortakingupkeepofparksandotherareasaroundHomesteadAcresawayfromusandstillcollectHIGHtaxes
withnoservice.Betterlearntobudgetlikewehavetodoandcleanhouse.
"PaystationsandsecurityatparkslikeWintler,FrenchmensBar,andVancouverLake.
Theyarecurrentlynotfamilyfriendlyorpleasantonsummerevenings.."
Hiking,walkingandbiketrailsareveryefficientuseofdollarsforenjoymentanddiversityofpeopleusing
them.
combinedoperationwiththeCityofVancouverandothercitiesinthecounty.
reducingthebureaucracytofreeupfunds.
CommunityCenterPartnerships
plantingofnewtreesandmaintenanceofcurrentflorathatcouldposeahazardtoguests
Moreoffleashdogparks
InvestinadequateFREEparking(manyoftheparksarenotwithinwalkingdistanceofmostcountyresidents.
Maybeputsomemoneytowardsfacilitiesatschools(walkingtracks,tenniscourts,playgrounds,etc.)that
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mostpeoplecangetto.Decidewhichparksaresupposedtobeinamorenaturalstateandwhichare
supposedtobebuiltupͲͲsportfields,skateparks,discgolfetc.anddon'tputthemnexttoeachotheroryou
willhavedreadfultraffic/parkingissues.
WateringͲͲͲ4timesmin.duringsummer
Keepupyourneighborhoodparks.Itisawful,theytreesandplantsaredyingandthereisnowateringinthe
summer.Neighborhoodparksareyourresponsibilityandyouneedtospendsomemoneyinthisarea.
Iwouldinvestinthecreationofmorehorsetrails.ClarkCohasaverylargehorsepopulation,andneedsmore
areastoridein.longertrails,andmorevariation.
NewPlaygroundconstructionandplaygroundupdates
$100WalnutGroveParkneedscrosswalks
DesignatedBankFishingAccess
Newplaygroundequipment,climbingstructuresforchildren
offͲleashdogparks
Waterthegrassintheparks.Clarkcountyhastheworstlookingparksduringthesummer.Usesomeofthe
hugeprofitsthestateismakingoffthemarijuanasalestomaintaintheparks.It'sembarrassingtohavevisitors
seetheconditionsoftheparks,litter,streets,etc.HomesteadParkinCascadeParkjustaddedalotof
"exercise"equipmentwhilethechildren'splaygroundisadeplorable,graffiticoveredandinunsafecondition,
itneeds"padding"undertheequipment,painting,andremovaloftheslivercoveredwoodbalanceboard.
WeneedMoreDiscgolfcourses.Ihaveheardthecountyischarginganabsorbinantpermittingfeetosetup
theFrenchmansBarcourse.Idon'tunderstandwhy,thecountyshouldbeencouragingthedevelopmentofits
facilitiesbynonprofitcommunitydrivengroups
dogparks
moremountainbiketrails
Safety.Currentlysumstobeatotalhandsoffpolicyforuseandcosts.Asistheusersdrivewaytofastonthe
roadsouttoparkhavelittlerespectforanywalkersetc.Knowtheycangetawaywithanything
ToutilizeVancouverLaketoit'sfullpotential.Boatingofallkinds,Crew,canoe,kayak,SUP,dragonboating,
etc.Largepotentialforbringmoneyintothecity.
Offleashdogpawareaandwateraccessinthefairgrounds/salmoncreekarea.
Provideovernightcampingopportunities
Acquisitionofoffroadandunpavedmountainbikingopportunities
Equestriantrailsandridingareas.
IgrewupinAnchorage,Alaskawherethebiketrails/crosscountryskitrailsrunformilesthroughoutthecity
andareeasilyaccessible.Ididn'trealizehowluckywewere.Ithoughtallcitieswerelikethat.NowthatIam
raisingmyfamilyinVancouver,Ireallymissbeingabletogetonasafebiketrailandgoforabikerideasa
family.Idon'tfeelit'sverysafejustridingaroundtheneighborhoodsbutinordertogetonanytrails,we'd
havetoputthebikesallinourtruckandthendrivetwovehiclestoatrailtoride.Pleasemakemorebiking
trails!
1ADIYskillscommunityworkshopwithtoolsandcomputersthataresignedoutforonsiteuselikealibrary.
completetheconstructionofparkspromisedwhentheparkdistrictwasproposedandapproved
Anindoorswimmingfacilityinthebattlegroundarea.Withallthewateractivityintheareamorepeopleneed
easieraccesstoswimminglessons.Itisessentialforsafety.Ifindoorandreasonablypriceditcouldalsooffer
yearroundrecreationaloptions.Rightnowtoomuchiscompletelyinaccessible6monthsoutoftheyear
undernormalrainyconditions.
Discgolf
Manyoftheplaygroundshavebiggapsbetweenthestepsandarenotsuitableforkidsunder3.Itwouldbe
greatiftheplaystructurescouldbeabitsaferforlittlekids.
WeneedmorepublicswimmingpoolsinnorthernClarkCounty.
Constructionofnewhorsetrailsaswellasimprovements/maintenanceofexistinghorsetrails.
gravelhorsetrails
Horsetrails.Graveltrailsnotpaved.
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IwouldputitallinoffroadbikingopportunitiesinVancouver.Thedemandforoffroadcyclingfarexceeds
theopportunitiesavailable.
IwouldliketoseetheparksandrecreationacquirescenicareasthatshouldNOTbedevelopedbytrackhomes
.Iwouldpreferseemoreofaconservationangleeffortwhenitcomestoparksandrecreation.
Equestrianaccess
Developmentofequestrianfacilities
maintenanceofequestriantrails
horsetrails
Createnewequestriantrailsamaintainexistingones(i.e.,WhippleCreel).
equestriantrailsuppliesformaintenance
Trailsareessentialaseveryoneages.
heavyemphasisonopenspacespecificallyforwildlifewithcorridorsbetweenopenspaceareasthathelpbirds
andotheranimalsthrive
Moremoneyinvestedintodiscgolfcourses
Mountainbikingspecifictrails.
Itdoesaddupto$100...?
ImproveHeritageTrailͲͲneedtreesremovedandtrailgraveled.
PleaseconnectBurntBridgeCreekTrailwithHeritageTrailfollowingthewaterwaysascloselyaspossible.
Weneedtoacquiremoreopenspacesoitdoesn'tgetdeveloped.Onceit'sdeveloped,it'slostforever.I
realizedevelopmentwilloccur,butthereisabsolutelynoreasonwhywecannotdramaticallyincreaseour
"naturalland"holdingsbeforethedevelopmentsoccur.PlanningsaiddevelopmentsAROUNDthenatural
spacewillimprovetheeverydaylivesofALLresidentsofClarkCounty.
Freeride,singletrack,mountainbikingtrail,pumptrack
Acquisitionoflandandopenspacefordevelopmentofnewmountainbikingandhikingtrails.
Developmentofprimitivetrailsformountainbikingandhikinginlandcurrentlyheldbythecounty(Green
Mountainarea)
longdistance50mpool
EnlargehorsetrailerparkingareasatBGLakeandWhippleCreekͲTheyfillupwithcarsandweenduphaving
toleavebecausethereisnoparking.
Kayakaccess
Extendingtrailsforequesitian,hikingandbiking.
handlaunchedwatercraftfacilities
Offleashdogparks.
horsetrails
Horsebackridingtrails
lightingandmaintenance
DiscgolfcoursesinEastCounty(Camas/Washougal).
MyfamilyalongwithmyneighborsoftheLandoverͲSharmelneighborhoodwouldabsolutelyLOVEitifour
localneighborhoodparkoff18thStreetwasfinallydeveloped!!Iftherewasaplaystructureandmaybeapark
benchortableIknowwithoutadoubtthatitwouldbeusedEVERYDAY!!(Mykidswouldbethereeveryday
forsure!)Wealreadyhaveaneighborhoodgardenthatweputinandmanyofourcommunitymembers
volunteertheirtimeandpersonalequipmenttocareforit.Furthermore,wehaveourannualneighborhood
getͲtogetherstheresuchasourneighborhoodpicnics.Howeverwemustbringeverythingweneedliketables
andchairs,activitiesforthekids,andsoon.Noonestaysforverylongbecausethekidsalwaysgetboredwith
nothingtoplayonandwiththeroadssobusymostofourkidscan'tgototheschoolorpublicparkswithout
theirparentsdrivingthem.Please,pleasehelpusimproveourneighborhoodpark,IknowifthereisANY
volunteerworkneededonourparttomakethishappenwewouldbemorethanhappytodoit!!Thankyou
forlistening,Ihopewecanstartthisprojectintheverynearfuture.
Restroomfacilitiesinneighborhoodparks
ItcouldbeusedforacquisitionbutIwouldliketoseeitusedforspecialprojectslikefordisabledchildren.
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Newproperties
acquisitionanddevelopmentofequinetrailsandfacilitiesfortheeverexpandingequinepopulationandnon
motorizedvehicles
Preservationofoldgrowthtreesandnaturalareas;largeswathsofforestandfieldareas,withlimited
maintenance(eliminatenoxiousweeds)andpromotewildlifehabitatandpreservation,suchasbirds,deer....
ClarkCountyneedsMOREparkland.Itwouldbeamazingtobeknownforbeautifulparksandstreams.
Cleanuptrashandlitter.Iseesomanyplasticbagsandlitterallover.Putsomeprogramsinplacethat
encouragerespectingnature,notlitteringandremovingivy!Please!
IwouldsupportHorsetrails/multiusetrailsthatallcanuse.
HorseTrails
EquestrianTrailsExplainedearlier.
Creatingnaturalplayareasforkidsnotplasticmetaljungles.
Afewpicnictablesandregularmowingformyneighborhoodpark,inLandover/Sharmel:Ͳ)
"Expandedequinetrails.Equineuseisonlylistedonceinthissurvey.Thisisveryunsatisfactory.
Mostcountytrailsshouldallowequinetravelandallnewplanningoftrailsshouldincludeequineuse.Withall
themoneyspentinClarkCoonequinesandallthestuffthatgoeswiththem,youwouldthinkwewould
garnerquiteabitmorerespectandrepresentationwhenitcomestotrailplanninganduse."
Security,withtheremovalofpaidparkingundesirableshavetakenoverparks.Securitymustbeimprovedto
offsetthischange.
Parking,oftenthelotsarefullandforceresidentstoparkonbusystreets
AsamemberofBackcountryhorsemanandWashingtontrailriders,Ihavespentmanyhoursworkingontrails
inClarkcounty.WehavemanyequestrianinthiscountythatgeneratesalotofmoneytoClarkcounty.We
needbetteraccesstomoretrailsandridingonasphaltisnotsafetohorseorriders.Horsebackridingisalsoa
sport!AndClarkcty.needstorealizethisandoffermorehorsefriendlyTrails
Horsebackridingtrailsthroughoutthecounty
"Improvetrailaccesstoconnecttrialstogethertoformmorewalkablecommunities.Forexamplechildren
cannotgettoLukeJensensportsparksafelyfrom68thSt.IfweproceedonthewalkingtrailplanatHeritage
farmthatwouldconnectpeoplesouthof78thstandmakesotheycouldwalktostoresonHwy99,walkor
biketolukeJensen,gettopaddenparkwaytrailandevengettohazeldellparksafely.
AlsoHeritagefarmhas5acresofHazeldellparkthatisnowlocatedoffof68thstandweneedmore
communitygardenplotsastheirisawaitlistcurrentlyatHeritagefarm.Iwasonthesoundingboardin
developingtheplanforheritagefarmandoneoftheguidingprincipalsistoimprovecommunityhealthand
wellness.WeneedtodothisandworkinconjunctionwithClarkcountypublichealth.Thebestwaytolower
obesityandimprovewalkabilityofneighborhoodsistoconnecttheexistingtrailsandthatincludesbpaland.
Italsoisthemostbudgetconsciouswaytoproceed.Thankyou."
Horseridingtrails
DevelopmentofparksthatwereputonͲhold
"Maintaining/buildingfountains/splashpads/nonͲswimmingwaterareasthatareclosertoshade&the
playground.
Forexample,theEsterShortfountainissofarfromtheplaygroundmykidscan'tdobothatthesametime."
improvementofboatingfacilities,emergency
Leverichisagreatparkbutisoftenverycrowdedandhardtoplayduetosomanypeopleplayingthecourse.
Asecondcourseofitsstatutewouldbeagreatadditiontothecounty.
RecreationCenter!!!TheCountyCouncilneedstoprovidethiscommunityarecreationcenterupnorthinthe
SalmonCreekareaormultiplesmallerrecreationcentersthroughoutthecounty.
BuildSorensonparkwhichwasslatedfordevelopmentundertheMetropolitanParksdistrictbutsubsequently
putonhold.
Increasecanoe,kayakaccessanddevelopawatertrailmap.
DogParksandBikeParks
Developthelandalreadypurchasedintoapark,enoughyearshavegonebyforsomestillunͲdeveloped.
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BuildSorensonpark,itisdesperatelyneededsincetheneighborhoodhaslimitedsidewalksandsmalllotsizes.
BMX/skateboardareainanexistingparkarea
BuildSorensonparkwhichwasslatedfordevelopmentundertheMetropolitanParksdistrictbutsubsequently
putonhold.
BuildingparkspromisedundertheMetropolitanParksDistrictthatwereputonholdwhentheeconomy
turned.SpecificallySorensonPark.
BuildingofparkspromisedunderthegreaterClarkparksdistrictspecificallySorensonPark.
AcquisitionandimprovementofhorsetrailsͲthefewwehavearemainlyonlywalkableͲandIreallyliketogo
more.
Equestriantrails.EquestriangroupsweresoldabillofgoodsontheBattleGroundconnectortrail,promised
multiuseanditispaveandforwalkers/bikersonly.Thereareonlytwocountyparkswithhorsetrails,yetyou
buildtheHockinsonCommunityparkinthemiddleofaglandandhighhorsepopulationandmadeno
provisionsforequestrianuse.
waterplayareasandacommunitycenterwithpool
bicycleskillsarea
Security
$100foradditionalsignsstatingdogownersMUSTkeeptheirdogsonleadandMUSTcleanupdogpoop.
Discgolf!
Clarkcountyneedsmoresoccerfields,soccerisgrowingsofast.Awesomesport.
Actually,thischangerequiresNOadditionalmoneybutitneedstooccur.Namely,unlockgatestoriveraccess
parksonehourBEFOREsunriseor,ifmoneyweretobespentandthere'sareasontonotopenearlier,then
create"earlybird"parkingjustoutsideofgatesforanglers.Fishingatfirstlightwillhappeneveniftheseparks
arelockedandvandalismdoesnotoccurnearlyasoftenearlyinthedayasitdoeslateatnight.
Fixcougarcreekandtheotherignoredunderutilizedpropertiesthatalreadyexist!!!
OffsetadditionalchargesforvisitingplaceslikeSalmonCreekGreenway
Security
Thisquestiondoesnotwork.Iwouldallocate20tomaintenanceand80totrails
Skateboard/box,discgolf
Apublicpoolthatdidnotrequireamembership.
preservationofVancouverLake.thelakehasawonderfulpark,butitisunderutilizedandwatersportsonthe
lakeneedstobepromoted.
HORSEtrails.
Security,administration
equestriantrails,parking,access
YourwebsitetalksaboutallthehorsebackridingopportunitiesinClarkCountyParks,butthat'snonsense.
Horsesdon'tbelongonpavedpaths.Theyneednativedirtpaths.Iwouldspendmymoneytopreservethe
fewhorsebackridingopportunitiesthatcurrentlyexistinClarkCountyParks.PLEASE,don'tforgetaboutthe
horsebackriderswhenyouaredoingyourplanning!
Matchinggrantfundfornewsportsfields.
Neighborhooddogexerciseareas,includingmaintenance,upkeep(haulingawayownercollecteddogwaste)
andoccasionallawenforcementmonitoring
"ThereissomuchlitterinalltheWashougalparks(&onthestreets),Idon'tknowthatWashougalresidents
deserveorwantbetterparks.Thereismorelitterherethanin
LA.Camas&VancouveraremuchbetterͲwhatdotheydothatwedon't?"
Dirttrialslikeforestpark(wildwoodetc)
Equestrianfacilitiesandtrails
Equestrianuse
provideequestrianaccessassetforwardincomprehensiveplanningtoconnectwhipplecreektrailsystem
acrossclarkcounty.......donotforceouthorses
skateboardingmorelittlesomeininparks.
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equinerecreation
Investmentwouldbeintrailsthatareaccessibletoallusers,includingequestrians.Ratherthancuttingusout
atthelastminuteasonthemostrecentstretchoftheChelatchietrail.
Havemoremuttmittsavailablefordogwaste.Moregarbagecontainers.
Horsetrails
Improve,maintain,acquire,anddevelophorsetrailsandridingfacilities.
HorseTrails
Equestriantrails
Imostfrequentlyvisitclarkcountyparkstoplaydiscgolf.Iwouldliketoseeadditionalfundinggoto
expandingaccesstodiscgolfcourses.
Riflerange
betterhorsetrails
Aplacetohaveourdogsoffleash
Equestriantrails
Afewnewsheltersbuiltfor5Ͳ15peopleinsideand10peopleoutside.
Howaboutaparkforinclusionofspecialneeds(physicalandormental)communitymembers,similartoOso
DeOroParkinFresnoCA.
Moreeffortputintoenforcingparkrules/countyordinancessuchasactiveticketingofownersofunleashed
dogsinleashonlyareas.
"Horserelatedandsharedwalkingtrails,
Clarkcountryhasmorehorsepercapitacomparetootherstates,yetClarkCountryisdoingnothingforthis
qualityoflifewithtrails.Horseaddjobs,andbringmoneytothelocalcommunity.
ReviewstateslikeAZ,KY,FL,NV,
Horsekeepkidsoutoftrouble!"
Horsebackridingtrails
TakingoutthehomelesssoIfeelsafer.Iseehomelesspeopleincampers/vansatEVERYclarkcountypark.It's
creepyandahighriskforthecountynottodealwithbeforeitgetsworse.TodayIsaw4homelesspeopleat
vancouverlake!Creepy!!!
EquinetrailsandFacilities
Payfortolltakerstokeepouttheriffraff.
Moreopportunitiesforequestriantrails
Finishparksthatwehavelandforbutarejustfields
newoffͲleasdogparks
offleashdogparkdowntown
WereallyneedaoffͲleashdogparkdowntown.WemostlyuseEstherShortparkwhereourdogsmustdo
theirbusinessrightwhereeveryonehastositonthesamegrassforevents.
offͲleashdogparks
Openingofanew18holediscgolfcourseinClarkCounty,astheexistingparksarebecomingmoreandmore
crowded.
SeatingareasalongtrailsandinparksͲespeciallyasourpopulationagesorjustwanttositandenjoy
view/sport/play.
Mountainbikepumptracksliketheyhaveinmostothercities.
Securitytostoppartyingandotherillegalactivities.
Iwouldgivemoneyandvolunteermyfreetimetobuildmountainbiking:pumptrack,skillpark,freeride,
singletrack.
horsebackriding/hikingtrails
discgolfcoursedevelopment.
Communityswimmingpool
Installationofadiscgolfcourse.
DiscGolfCourses,18Holes,Par60Ͳ72
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DiscGolfaNew18HoleCourseatOrchardsPark
"Thissectionwouldnotwork.Itkepttellingmethechoicesneedtoaddupto$100,whichtheydid.
Improvements$25.00,Acquisitionofnewparkland$50.00,Acquisitionanddevofwalkingtrails$25.00"
Iwouldandhavegivenwaymorethan$100toDiscGolfImprovementsinClarkCountyandinOregon.
DevelopingparkpropertythatisalreadyownedbytheparksdeptͲͲthereare2parkpropertieswithinwalking
distanceofmyhousethatareundevelopedbutnoexistingparksthatwecansafelywalkto.CougarCreek
parkon16thaveandSorensonwouldbothbeeasytowalkto,andwe'dlovetoseeatleastonebeturnedinto
arealpark.
SecurityͲSomeofthecurrentparksareunsafewiththeremovalofpayentranceguard.
TheSorensonParkhadasiteplandevelopedandconstructionwasapprovedandscheduledtobegininthe
springof2011.Wearecommittedtoseeingthisparkdeveloped.Wethinktheshufflingoffundsandplansare
wrongandthereshouldbenodoubtthatthisparkshouldbefinishedASAP.Showyourcommitmenttothe
SorensonNeighborhoodPark!!
Makingsidewalksforsafeneighborhoodaccesstoparksandtrailsinunsafeplaces.
Acquisitionoflandforecologyconservation
IwouldliketoseeanindoorfacilitywithlappoolsintheSalmonCreek/Ridgefieldarea.
Horsebackridingtrails
handcarrylaunchesthatcanalsobeaccessedbysmallboathanddolliesͲdon'tputthepostsatparkingso
closetogetherthathanddollieswon'tfitthrough
developmentofmoredogparks
Fixingupandmakingplaygroundsbetter.Theyareallsortofthesame.Portlandhassomeamazinglycool
playgroundsandweshouldtoo!
QualityBMXracingtracktoholdregionalraces.Bicycleskillsparks,pumptrack.
Moreparkstaffandsecurity
Roomforthewisdomofadvisoryboardandstafftoinvestinthesystemitselfincludingadditionalacquisitions
ofparklandandopenspace.
Additionalpaidstaffandparksecurity.
REMOVINGALLSKATEPARKS.
EnhancementofadministrativecapabilitiesͲreservations,publicoutreach,grantwriting,etc.
Moreoffleashdogparks.
buildingbarkchippaths
OpencoveredSmallcreektributariestohistoricalpast.
multiusetrailsforhorsebackuse
Dogpark
Singletrackdirttrailsinforestedareasformountainbikingandhiking.
morebencheswithshadytrees
Iwouldactuallyspendthemoneyonotherpartsofthebudget.Parksdon'trankashighasotherdepartments
Iwouldliketoseeawaterfeaturethatkidscanplayin.Iwouldprefertohavethisontheeastsideoftown.
"Beopentonewopportunities,sofarwehavejusthitthebasic/traditionalofferings,that'snotbadbutthere
ismoreandwe/youcandobetter.
What'sthedemographicsofthecounty/citiestellyou?I.e.,doyourtrailsintersectwithtransportationlines(
buses)soonecouldbushisbikeouttoBattleGround/Camasandbikebackhome?Areyourtrailratedfor
difficulty,ImaybeolderordisabledorifIamblindhowdoIknowwhatIshouldbeseeing/brail.Don'tjust
lookatwhatwehaveandsaythat'sfine.Lookatwhatwedon'thaveorwhatourpopulationmakeup
suggests!WhatdoYOUneedtobeprovidingwhenwelookaroundandthereisanother100,000new
residentshere.Thatmaylikelybetolatetogettherightlandmassinthebestorrightplace.Who'scoming
andwhatwilltheywant?Changeistheonlypredictablething.WehavetobereadyforitandacceptingofitͲ
butitwouldbebetterifwewerethechangemakers!VISIONandFutureThinkisamust."
20forcompletionofundevelopedparklandsintheinventory,10fordevelopmentofnatureplay/nonͲ
traditionalplayfeatures,likethoseatJorgensonWoodsPark
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Summary Results


















Security/policepresenceimprovement
VancouverLakeͲhostingrowing,dragonboating,kayakingevents(drawinforstate/region;handicap
accessiblesportsdock(forrowers,kayakers,dragonboaters);
PickleBallCourts
na
Phaseoutpublicfundingofsportscomplexes,allowingtheorganizationswhousethemtofundthemthrough
membershipfees.
ReducingfeeofuseforlocalnonͲprofitsportsorganizationslikeLittleLeagueandSoccerclubs
Volleyball&BasketballcourtsͲindoor
neighborhoodplayareasnearmoreneighborhoodforyoungsterstoplayandreliefforadultsfromcityscapes.
Safeareaswithopenspacetouseyourimagination
Completingparksthathavebeenputonhold(i.e.KellyMeadows)beforemovingontoacquireandmaintain
othernewparks.
Bylaw,countiesonlypurchasesparklandandwhenfolksareannexedintotheCitydotheygetthefullpark
experience.SomaybeallofClarkCountyshouldbeannexedintotheCityofVancouverasit'sourfutureper
GMA.ReadtheRCWonParksandwhattheCountycanandcan'tdo.
dogparks
Facilitiesforremotecontrolmodelvehiclesandaircraft
Creatingmoreactiveareassuchaswateraccessforkayaking,boulderingareas,interconnectingexistingparks
withoffroadbikingandwalkingtrails.
Creationofwateraccessareasforthepublic
Createacomprehensivetrailsystem.BuildtheChelatchiePrairieTrail.
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Parks Master Plan Open House
La Center Community Center
Comments from attendees:

Maintain road in and out of Whipple Creek; Post
signs in parking lot reinforcing leash law; Post sign
designating trailer parking from auto parking, post
in parking lots; connecting fairgrounds to Whipple
Creek, something like what Cle Elum has in its WA
State horse park. Expand Daybreak Park for trailer
parking and expand trails along the river.
I am in favor of the proposed plan in regards to the
trails which could be used by bikers/hikers and
equine users. I realize that the equine use would
require more capital because the plan would have
to accommodate horse trailer and vehicle which
would require a larger parking area.
I enjoy the county, state and national parks from
horseback weekly. I would like more horse
trail/multi-use trails, better and marked parking
for horse trailers. It would be great to have a vault
restrooms at Whipple Creek at the main parking
lot. It would be great to have a parks rep attend
WTRA on every 4th Thursday meeting, 6:30pm at
Saddle Club, once a quarter. And attend BCH
meeting on every 1st Monday, 7pm, at Round
Table, JM Plaza in Hazel Dell.
Parks people need to get out and visit various
“horse organizational meetings, such as BCH,
WTRA, etc., especially the 6 and 20 year master
planners. Roads in general: pot hole repair. Pot
holes damage vehicles and trailers in many various
ways.
Enforce parking signage. For example, parking that
is designated horse/horse trailer parking. No other
parking such as no car, motorcycles, etc. Creates
many, many problems for pickups with horse
trailers. Those that violate, fine or ban, or both.
This also applies to those that do damage. More
hose/multi-use trails.
More trail connections for equestrians: Whipple
Creek – Fairgrounds-park. Fairground-county
property on 10th – county property across from
164 to old road bed that goes under freeway to
county property along Whipple Creek to Union,

Tuesday, March 3, 2015
I am in favor of the proposed plan in regards to the
trails which could be used by bikers/hikers and
equine users. I realize that the equine use would
require more capital because the plan would have
to accommodate horse trailer and vehicle which
would require a larger parking area.
Would love more trails that make a loop. Ex: Capt.
William Clark Park, Daybreak Park.

I enjoy the county, state and national parks from
horseback weekly. I would like more horse
trail/multi-use trails, better and marked parking for
horse trailers. It would be great to have a vault
restrooms at Whipple Creek at the main parking
lot. It would be great to have a parks rep attend
WTRA on every 4th Thursday meeting, 6:30pm at
Saddle Club, once a quarter. And attend BCH
meeting on every 1st Monday, 7pm, at Round Table,
JM Plaza in Hazel Dell.
Your laptop survey: good, however one singular
glaring unimpressive addressment – a one liner to
horses! Totally unsatisfactory. This county needs
considerable more horse trails. Additionally those
that do exist need repairs and maintenance (in
many cases). Further, your address of horses (lack
of) would grant you an “F”.
Work with private facilities such as Clark County
Saddle Club to help them grow. CCSC relocation
possible to 40 acres west of 503, S. of 179th in line
with trail to Whipple Creek and Chelatchie RR trail.

Use of eco-green grid to replace paving for bikes
instead so costs are better and path is more multiuse. Kayakers harass the duck hunters on
Vancouver Lake.
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then get to the property behind Northwoods
cemetary (Whipple Creek woods). (hand-drawn
map submitted)
Change the county signs that give horses a
negative impression. Put horses higher up on the
sign.
Keep Bratton Canyon Park natural with minimum
development and continue to be open to the
public and able to reserve for special events
occasionally. Developing a network of connecting
green space to hike/ride bike. Ex: rails to trails.
Turn on water features earlier, based on
temperatures.
Fill in pot holes at Whipple Exit NW 21st.
Vancouver Lake not a place you go by yourself.
Sketchy safety, lots of trash.
Equestrian trails on Whipple Creek Woods
property – gravel the unofficial trails to control
mud and erosion.
Some covered walking areas would be wonderful
for the rainy season.
Leave some places in a natural condition for
wildlife, e.g. bushes, dead trees, etc.
Protect existing trees and vegetation as much as
possible. New construction – try to save trees. And
watch for damage done to trees in existing parks.
Keep some minimally developed with trails and
limited facilities. People can walk and see a river
and less “busy” space.
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Bonneville Park, equestrian use – get something
going. Green Mtn Trail – acquire entrance. Day
Break Park – Trust fund.
For kids under 12: climbing
rocks/boulders/trees/stumps; low water spray type
features like Ester Short Park; more playground
equipment; another park in the middle of the
county.
Please protect old-growth trees when designing
new parks. In existing parks, some trees are subject
to a lot of wear and tear. Try to save them. Thanks
for asking residents for input.
Add leash law signs at parking lot.
Most parks seem well maintained. Keep up the
good work.
Promote wildlife habitat in all parks. Bird view
areas, for instance.
We need more horse friendly trails/parks.
Keep old growth trees and large natural areas.
Horses not everywhere, only in larger parks to
eliminate damage. Solve the English Ivy problem at
Whipple Creek, awful!
Responsible horse/dog owners care about the
trails/parks. They use and take care to not cause
damage. Thjey also volunteer their time to
maintain/improve those areas for further
enjoyment of all.

Parks Master Plan Open House
Camas-Washougal Fire Station 42

Comments from attendees:
Consider that some uses are incompatible with other
uses. For example, a single track mountain bike trail is
incompatible for nearly any other use and takes up a
lot of linear land. Users of such facilities should the
county build them, should be charge a user fee.
Wildlife viewing is incompatible with any use that
scares the animals away. Heavy impact uses should
not be considered for park areas intended for wildlife
viewing.
In my opinion, the county Parks mission should be to
provide recreation opportunities and facilities that
the urban, i.e. cities don’t provide rather than trying
to duplicate those I same facilities in rural or lesser
populated areas. I feel neighborhood parks are not
part of your responsibility.
Water access for hand-launched vessels with parking.
Deliberately chose to live where we live in part
because of access to trails!

Enjoy signage along trails sharing historic or natural
info.
Kayak access! (x 21)
More access for off-leash dogs in natural settings.
Water trail markings/signage in Lower Columbia River
Spend money on gravel trails rather than paved –
money goes farther=more trails.
Create linkages with trails that provide
circular/looped and continuous alternative
transportation alternatives (Fire/Ice Loop) like
Cowlitz-Koakum COG’s.
Sensitivity to future development around parks when
they are designed.
Would like trails in Camp Bonneville area (Yes! Tie it
to Green Mountain); Yes!
The mileage markers on dike trail and heritage are
super useful!!

Wednesday, March 4, 2015
Wanted to share concerns about the upcoming
development just north of Lacamas Park. A large
parcel on the east, adjacent to the park trails has
already been cleared for building. This is very visible
from the trail. Primary, current worry is the
development of Camas School Dist. Property adjacent
to the Park’s Lily Fields. Can a buffer be left to protect
this area?
Both BG lake and Whipple Creek need more horse
trailer parking.

Open tracks: could be looped soft surface within park.
I suggest this because some schools are fencing in
their tracks.
It is time to reinstitute parking fees at certain parks.
Taxes should also be considered. Definitely have
adequate parks impact fees for development,
especially housing. To rely so much on volunteers
(although they do good work) is foolish in the
extreme.
More natural areas and, assuming sufficient revenue,
nature programs at our biggest parks would be great.
More walking/hiking trails. Trails in natural areas
should be rustic, not paved highways.
Lap pool at Firstenberg (x 2)
Running trails longer than 3 miles, non-concrete.
(Yes!)
Extend dike trail along Columbia River.
Can Parks be involved in the development review
process?
Parking for horse trailers (more)
Connect Washougal Greenway with Washougal Dike
(Agree!)
More primitive trails (single track).
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Connect areas/development with non-paved paths.

Build Green Mountain and Camp Curry to be
accessible community areas, i.e. Lacamas.
Why is there no 50m pool anywhere in SW WA?
Would love it! Closest one is Multnomah Comm.
College.

Keep Clark County natural/green space rather than
promote sprawl.
Connect Lacamas Park, Camp Currie and Green
Mountain with forested, single track trails (bike
access).

Parks Master Plan Open House
Camas Washougal
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Parks Master Plan Open House
Three Creeks Community Library

Thursday, March 5, 2015

Comments from attendees:

Use porous trail material for better drainage.
Finish Daybreak Park for multiuse and equestrian.
Wider road shoulders in rural areas (safety for
equestrians and bicyclists). Additional equestrian
trail access with signage that supports
equestrian/multi-use. Diverse trails for both
beginner and advanced riders. Finish connection
between Whipple Creek & Fairgrounds.

There is a vocal minority that really wants
equestrian trails. I feel that very few residents own
horses compared to the number of people that
walk or ride bikes. As far as funding goes, it does
not make sense to cave to this vocal minority,
especially if it is at the expense of providing
services to a large portion of the community.
My priorities: 1. E. Fork Lewis River trail; 2. NorthSouth powerline trail; 3. Some sort of Columbia
River trail (Vanc. Lake to Ridgefield); 4. Bike lanes of
72nd Ave.
Parks & trails are great and very much needed.
Salmon Creek needs some additional paved or
gravel trails so people don't have to crowd together
on the main trail. Chelatchie Prairie rails to trail
should be extended.
Thank you CC our park facilities are already quite
good. Please continue to add parks & greenspaces.
It's ok to leave open space & trails. Don't always
need to spend a lot of money on extras, like sports
fields, etc. If you're going to spend money use it
first to make sure adequate restrooms, etc

The paved trail next to BG State Park could be
used to drive our phone & carts BUT you have
locked cement pillars at both ends, who has the
keys? How can we use the trail? Maybe this
problem could be corrected. Plus most people
thought there was supposed to be a gravel path
next to the pavement for horses? Pony cart driving
is very popular within the county! We need more
places to drive, too dangerous to use public roads.
This county has approx. 37,000 horses. We need as
many trails as possible. It is too dangerous to ride
on the road or shoulder of the hwys. Horse people
spend a lot of money in this county!
When constructing the new connector trails &
I took the survey & made comments. Sorenson Park
building new trails, would love to see horses
is one of the parks that has its plan ready & should
included in the plan to connect Whipple Creek to
be started ASAP. This park was approved by the
Klineline in the future! Try (trial maybe) using eco- voters in 2005 & needs to be finished. I did see a
green grid product when building trails &
list & hope it is complete in 2016.
permanent low maintenance product instead of
paved bike lanes – water drains through easier to
hike on.
1. Promote shared use of trails (horse, hikes,
1. Improve entry for equestrians & shared use at
bicycles). Make an educational effort to each
Green Mt and get Bonneville started also.
group about needs of the others, etiquette,
Whipple Creek Mill area & maintenance plan
leave no trace, etc.
for the park for future, add trail course to
connector trail for all to use.
2. Develop link between Whipple Creek Park &
Fairgrounds. Develop a trail obstacle course, a 2. Loop for driving horses at Fairgrounds, trail
growing interest group among horsemen.
training stations, encourage the horse park
3. Grow the Rails to Trails projects to encompass
outdoor use park
the county.
3. Talk to CCSC as they need to relocate to more
agriculture land to build new facility (Mike
Schultze mschulze@ix.netcom.com
4. Complete Sorenson Park; consider adding
school dist. Property to the park for sports field.
Three Creeks Open House
March 5, 2015

1
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More equestrian trails; fix up mill at Whipple
Creek; finish train course at Whipple Creek; do
connecting trail to Fairgrounds; horse activities at
Daybreak Park
Equestrian trails need to be kept and shared. Need
more materials for volunteers.

It is very important to our community to develop
park land in Salmon Creek. Would love to see a
community center for our community.

Continue to help support (maintain) Whipple Creek
Mill; finish the connector trail; refurbish the mill;
Bonneville and Green Mtn. access for horses;
reinstitute horse use plan at Daybreak Park. There
was a plan made in Master Plan prior to county and
city parks splitting).
We are looking forward to more bike trails
Thanks to the county commissioners for
including jump trails similar to Meldrum Bar Dirt
recognizing the opportunity to develop a disc golf
Jump Park in Gladstone OR & Duthie Hill Park in
course at Frenchman’s Bar. The county has needed
Issaquah WA. We have Cold Creek and Thrillium on a tournament level course for years to keep up with
Larch Mt & can make anything in between.
the demand for this growing sport.
We need a community center for indoor play in
We walk the Pleasant Valley Park 50th Ave &
winter. Turn sprinklers on in neighborhood parks
Salmon Creek Pleasant Valley School and enjoy the
for kids to run through on hot days. More hiking
new foot bridge across Salmon Creek Dr. We’re
trails that connect.
looking forward to the connecting trail to WSU.
Would like to see maintenance of footing for horse More equestrian courses
trails. Also longer horse trails, bathrooms,
education for trail users (right of way).
We would love to see Cougar Creek Woods Park
More equine trails for us, a trail course &
developed and the trail extended.
connecting trails. Lots of horses in our community.
More horse trails and connector trails, trail
Connect horse trails, trail courses.
maintenance, horse training (obstacle) course.
More equestrian trails, Fairgrounds Park obstacle
I would like to see more neighborhood parks within
course, maintenance plan for Whipple Creek trails walking, biking distance from houses. Small parks
with playground equipment and short walking
trails.
Connect horse trails, trail courses.
Have you considered airsoft/paintball activities in
parks?
I would like to see more neighborhood parks
More equine trails for us, a trail course &
within walking, biking distance from houses. Small connecting trails. Lots of horses in our community.
parks with playground equipment and short
walking trails.
Need more parking at Ridgefield boat launch.
New parking lot at Hazel Dell Park to the west of
park.
Need to maintain existing multi-use equestrian
Build and maintain more multi-use equestrian areas
parks/trails.
in parks.
Would like areas accessible for disabled folks.
Build Sorenson Park.
Encourage shared use horse, hikers, bicycles.
Kozy Kamp
Extend Cougar Creek Trail south of 119th St, please Add equestrian access to existing trails.
Finish Daybreak Park extension with multi-use trail Build permanent extreme trail obstacles between
and equestrian access. Equestrian access between Fairgrounds Park & Whipple Creek: bring in world
Whipple Creek & Fairgrounds.
class events (additional funds into Clark County).
Equestrian access to trails; don’t pave everything.
Equestrian parking at Hartwick Park and others.
Allow shared trails, paved and ground surface as
the Chelatchie Trail was supposed to be (wood
chips, eco green grid solution for gravel shared use
and save money.
Three Creeks Open House
March 5, 2015
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Continue to work on planned parks i.e. Kozy Kamp
Our family likes parks like Lacamas with the full
spectrum of recreation out of one hub:
bathrooms/playground/wide, smooth
trails/primitive rugged trails.

More equestrian courses.
Move the equestrians off Whipple Creek Park and
consider relocating that use to Vancouver Lake &
Frenchman’s Bar. Those parks have flatter
topography and trails would have fewer impacts on
local watershed, less than existing impacts on
Whipple Creek trails.
More equestrian trails & maintenance of finished
trails.
Allow for mixed use of trails with safety concerns.

Post speed limit for shared use trails.
Need county maintenance of equestrian trails and
all-use trails.
Educate public on courtesy use of parks and trails,
and who helps maintain.
Education for each user group about the others’
needs.
We need safe commuter trails for bikes to reduce
congestion on busy roads and hwys.
Trails for the disabled.
Fix and restore the mill area at Whipple Creek Park
so it is safe to enjoy, add education info so people
will appreciate the area!
Allow horse access through Frenchman’s Bar to
the trails north.
Build new trails that connect existing trails with
Eco green grid, great for all users – bikes, hikers,
horses – share easily. Good drainage, save money.

Promote shared use (ped, bikes, horses).
Trails connecting neighborhoods to promote
broader sense of community.
Horse trailer parking.
Maintenance of footing on horse trails.
Connect Whipple Creek trails to WC Wood Park via
Military Rd.
Fix bumps on Burnt Bridge Creek trail from 4th Plan
to Andresen.
Fill in gap between Fruit Valley and Lake Shore bike
paths (bridge over Burnt Bridge Creek & bridge
over railroad tracks are too narrow and too much
traffic.)
Avoid design flaws (unsustainable fall-line grades).
Fix design flaws in existing trails.
Make Chelatchie Prairie Rail to Trails multi-user
(house, hiker, bike).

Develop stacked loop trail systems with a variety
of hike distances and user experiences.
Have key available for removable bollards at the
connector trail by BG State park for miniature
horse carts (can Ranger have key available?)
Equestrians are ruining Whipple Creek Park by
destroying the trail.

Would like to see more gravel or paved side trails
on the Salmon Creek greenway so people don’t
have to crowd the paved trail, gets crowded on nice
days.
Unsanctioned user-built trails indicate unmet
demand for trails, but often have serious design
flaws. Come up with way to meet demand while
fixing unsustainable trails.

Would love to see E Fork Lewis River trail
completed (multi modal, dirt/gravel or paved, or
single track) It would be a big draw for all of N
County. People often do multiple loops around
Lewisville Park and I think the long trail would be a
big attraction to the area especially one that
connected Moulton Falls to La Center. Personally,
highest priority would be Daybreak Park to
Lewisville Park. Would also love to see multimodal
trail along Columbia River from Vancouver Lake to
RW Refuge.
Help provide more materials to volunteer workers.

Three Creeks Open House
March 5, 2015

Develop the existing Sorensen Park property in
2015/2016! Access gate from west side/109th St.
ASAP.
3
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Loop trails with a designed/preferred direction of
trail to minimize sense of crowding (user
encounters) thus increase capacity to serve more
people and preserve solitude.
Sorenson Park & Cougar Creek Woods splash
pads/water features.

Finish Sorenson Park in 2016, voted on already.

Have larger leash law/dog waste signs. Enforce
leash laws and direct people to official dog parks.
Firstenburg type community center
Parks plan should be to finish Sorenson Park as
voted and approved. Do this, voted on plan in
2005 and needs to finish what was started. Needs
to be finished and on the list for 2016.
Very much liked the padded surface at Douglas C.
Fisher, very nice. Also could use another bench
and access from houses on east of wetland, too far
for neighbors to walk with children/toddlers!
Equestrian shared use trail to connect parks.

More equestrian trails.

Three Creeks Open House
March 5, 2015
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Develop Sorenson Park. Add access to SE corner
and path first.

Kozy Kamp
Trial building 1 bike and equestrian lane combined
and walkway using eco green grid = less
maintenance, offset bikes away from cars, on 2
projects 119th St and North 164th
Need reasonably priced, better map of all county
parks with available streets listed.
Multiuse parks with connected trails that include
equestrians.

4

Parks Master Plan
Open House Survey Results

1

Trails & Linkages: Trails Connecting Across Clark County
Top (3) priorities
Focus on trails that are:

1st choice

2nd choice

3rd choice

In natural areas

29

17

8

Connecting to parks

14

11

6

Accessing water

1

4

Crossing the county (N-S, E-W)

9

8

11

To schools (safe routes to schools)

2

1

1

Linking neighborhoods

3

4

4

Along rivers and streams (lakes)

19

16

11

Other: Equestrian

15

5

4

Other: Disabled

7

Other: trail towards the Gorge, end of dike trail

2

Other: Create more primitive trails

1

What facilities support your outdoor enjoyment?
Disc golf

9

Exercise stations

2

Playgrounds

17

Off-leash dog areas

11

Sport Courts (basketball, pickleball, tennis, racquetball)

2

Skateparks, skate spots

3

Sport fields

7

Bike trails, bike jump trails, single track bike trails
Water access for swimming, boating, fishing, kayaking, standup paddle boarding
Water play features (fountains, splash pads)

5
22

Horse trail obstacle course at Whipple Creek

1

More Equestrian trails

7

Riding horses

8

Running trails

2

Bike access

5

More soccer fields: 1

17

Investing for the future - choose top two facilities to be funded
Improvements/maintenance of existing parks and facilities

31

Acquisition of new park land and open space

36

Construction of new sports fields

6

Acquisition and development of walking and biking trails

46

Other: Bike skills park/pump track/BMX dirt track

2

Other: Horse parks; multi-use

6

Other: Horse trails

18

Other: Develop/maintain Kozy Kamp

1

Other: Develop Sorenson Park
Other: Build connector trails for existing trails, multi-use, yearround, natural footing, gravel, ecogreen grid product

1

Soccer only fields: 1
Comment: some bike only trails like Stub
Steward Park

3
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Parks Master Plan
Open House Survey Results
Sports and Fields: Teamwork
Most important facilities needing improvement to meet demands of growing population:

174

Baseball and/or softball fields

6

Soccer fields

10

Lacrosse, rugby or other fields

3

Lighting for extended play

8

All-weather surface for extended play

15

Tennis courts

6

Pickleball

3

Other: Equestrian

17

Other: Horse-free parks & trails

1

Other: Hiking trails

2

Other: Trails encircling sport fields/arenas for horses

8

2

Parks Master Plan
Email Comments
PARKS
One issue of concern for us downtown (Esther Short Park) is the number of skaters that violate city ordinances against
skating in our downtown parks — Esther Short and Turtle Place, for examples, in addition to their illegal use of private
property. When asked, these violators often cite two issues: skate parks are unsafe from gang activities and bullying;
skate parks are located too far away the city center to use. I’d urge you to consider making the existing parks safer and
consider expanding skate parks into areas where skaters can access them more easily. I don’t know where all the skate
parks are located, but if you have a map/grid, perhaps you can see where the gaps exist and consider plugging where
you see a major gap. And, if you do consider developing additional skate parks — please be sure to do so only with
local resident input as, the last thing we need is a skate park located in a residential area where the boards can be
heard day and night slamming on pavement. There are industrial areas and buffer greenspace areas downtown where
placing such a skate park would not be a residential or small business disturbance and I’d urge you to consider these
kinds of locations. Call me if you have questions.
My biggest concern for parks is that there is a safe walking route to the park for the kids/families to get there, which
means sidewalks. For those not close enough to walk, enough parking for several cars at one time. Otherwise, they
tend to park where it is dangerous.
Thank you for your email and I have already did your survey and helped in the search for the County Parks. I will add by
law, Counties only purchase lands and once you are annexed into the City do you get a fully developed park. For years
we have watch the County sell the land that were deemed for future parks. ‘Parks are not a need!!’ The Budget
money should not fund these to fully developed parks nor should these be maintained by those doing time. One
should check out the RCW that govern parks and what the counties can do. Also the liability of those they make an
agreement for maintenance, such as soccer groups or neighborhood assn. Beside it’s been a proven fact and history,
these places are where drug dealers go.
Regarding the Comprehensive Plan for Parks. 1)You need to hire a lot more boots on the ground, i.e., maintenance and
grounds keepers. You need blue collar workers to provide the services to the community by keeping up the parks that
you already have, and improving hiking and biking trails, and extending them where it makes sense to do so, to connect
the major parks throughout the county. (Use Whatcom County as a fine example to pattern after. Whatcom is much
smaller in population, yet has highly developed and well maintained trail system and really nice parks). 2)You should
NOT sell any lands that are currently owned by parks. Whatever you paid for them when you bought them was a
bargain compared to what you would have to pay now or in the future. I feel compelled to let you know that the
county park I visit daily, Lucia Falls Park, is uncared for and in terrible shape. There is invasive species (ivy) taking over
the entire wooded areas, climbing the trees, and generally killing off native plants. It just looks like hell. Limbs have
been down for months even years in some areas there, with no apparent effort to even move them to the side. The
signage is falling apart. The trails appear unkempt, no new media having been added since before the Great Recession
started. Charlie’s untimely death didn’t help matters any. But Clark County Parks has dropped the ball, at just simply
keeping the park neat and in presentable condition. Its not uncommon to see men fishing in the rocks just beneath the
falls, totally illegal, with none trying to stop them. It’s sad, the poor condition that this beautiful park has sunk. I also
have had occasion to walk past a park in the Minnehaha area that appears to be totally unimproved, been that way for
twenty years, as long as I remember. But there has been housing development all around it. Yet there it sits, a nice
wooded area, perfect for a picnic area, yet with really no improvement whatsoever, for a decade or more. There is no
way around it, these examples, and I’m sure there are many more, are a disgrace for the entire community. I realize
the certain ideologues control the county for now, and have set out to starve your budget, and it seems to be working.
But when something like this happens, you have to spread the word that you need more budget not less, but in the
meantime, you got to get back down to the basics and provide the fundamentals, which is really what 80% or more of
folks want anyway. Boots on the ground—maintenance and grounds keepers.
We think you should put the fee back on Lewisville park, because it was kept up better then.It is a shame to let a nice
park like this go down hill, and it seems like there has been more vandalism since they took it off.
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I would like to see: A) Maintenance of existing parks before building new ones.B) more off leash parks. I think the one
of 18th in east vancouver is County, but it is used by hundreds of people every week. C) more parks dedicated to high
density housing, i.e. apartments or R-* developments. D) a dedicated lap pool on the east side. E) a dedicated tennis
center on the east side F) low maintenance grass seed (Korean grass) that never needs mowing.
RE: Fazio Neighborhood park,
We have noticed that signs have been set along NW 21st Avenue by this park, advising park visitors (and others) not to
park on the pavement. Well, that's great and it's certainly safer than parking there and trying to get your children out
with traffic close by, so where are they going to park?
We suggest that a parking area be made out of the southernmost part of the park, adjacent to NW 96th Street. Access
would be from NW 21st Ave to NW 95th Street and NW 23rd Ct. There could easily be room for 6-8 vehicles.
PS. Many vehicles daily are ignoring the signs to "do not park on pavement".
Re: Sorenson Neighborhood Park (Felida)
The Great Clark County Parks 2005 levy promised the development of county parks, which included Sorenson
Neighborhood Park. We want to know the current schedule for completing the parks, since 2012 wasn't possible. In
March 2014, our e-mail was answered by Heath Henderson, David Madore, and Jeff Mize. Heath Henderson said that
all of their staff are excited to continue building the parks and it is a very rewarding process for the staff to see the
neighborhoods appreciate their new parks. Sorenson Park is slated for 2016. Help make this plan work. Sorenson Park
has gone through the master-planning process (2011) and the next step is to initiate the design process. As a voter and
as a neighbor to Sorenson Park (Felida neighborhood) for 28 years, we are committed to seeing this park developed.
Your help is truly appreciated by many families. Florence (Flossie) B. Wager believed in our parks, too.
Thank you for accepting our comments on Clark County’s comprehensive parks plan update. We appreciate the
opportunity to participate in the process and request that you please place us on any notice list involving the County’s
th
parks plan update process. We own property located at 7703 NE 129 Street Vancouver, WA 98662, adjacent to land
designated for the Curtin Creek Community Park within the Greater Clark Parks District. We believe that the parks plan
update is an appropriate time for the County to reconsider the future use of the Curtin Creek Community Park. The
38.5 acre parcel was originally designated for a future community park. But today, a significant portion of the property
is now being used for a wetland enhancement and compensatory mitigation site, subject to a perpetual conservation
easement to protect and maintain the ecological functions of the area. There is also a fire station on the property.
Given the change in use of this property, we believe it is no longer suitable for a community park, which is a highintensity use requiring a large, permanent footprint.
At this point, it seems better appropriated for a different use. We suggest that the County re-designate the Curtin
Creek land from community park to a natural area as a part of the comprehensive parks plan update. A natural area or
open space designation is consistent with the long-term protection of the wetland enhancement and mitigation site. A
natural area park is managed for both natural and ecological value and light-impact recreational use, which provides for
nature-based recreation like bird-watching and low-impact environmental education activities to the extent such
activities are consistent and compatible with the restrictions and goals of the required conservation easement.
Further, designating the land as a natural area park effectively places the land into reserve for future mitigation
projects, which in turn provides the County with its own banking mechanisms for future public works projects. Using
this land for dual purposes offers a long-term opportunity for the County that would otherwise be unavailable. Also,
there simply is not the demand for a community park in this area, as indicated by the lack of funding and lower than
average population growth in this area of the county. The designated park land is also not very visible or accessible
from the road given the fire station is in front of the property and the fact that other park sites may be more accessible
to higher population densities and be more appropriate. Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to
discussing these comments with you further. We believe there are opportunities to work collaboratively to address the
future use of the Curtin Creek park site.
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Just took the parks survey and have additional comment. I would prefer there be a charge for parking and access to
Vancouver Lake and other parks (like there used to be) because it feels unsafe to go there. We bring our kayaks and no
longer feel we can park car with expensive car top carrier in the parking lot. Lots of untrustworthy people hanging out
now. It used to be much safer place to go, especially as women. Also, that might help with how much we have to spend
on parks. Thanks.
I noticed the time was running out on sending in comment on the Clark County Parks Comp Plan. I just wanted to
highlight Foley Community Orchard in the Felida neighborhood park. The partnerships between, then VCP, Clark Public
Utilities and Urban Abundance. Its long term partnerships between public agencies and volunteer driven
nonprofits. Here is a well written article about the project:
http://www.columbian.com/news/2014/sep/03/volunteers-pick-pounds-of-parks-pears/
We look forward to discuss how Urban Abundance can partner with CCP in the future to develop more Community
Orchards.
What happened to the gazebo that was supposed to be built at Covington Park off NE 94th Avenue? We lost out on
part of the park when NE 90th Avenue had to be extended from NE 68th Street through to NE 71st Street, did we lose
this too? Thank you
Is it true we already have over 7,000 acres set aside for park land ????? enough already, socialist programs only work,
until you run out of other people's MONEY!!!!
Greetings,
I would like to see:
A) Maintenance of existing parks before building new ones.
B) more off leash parks. I think the one of 18th in east vancouver is County, but it is used by hundreds of people every
week.
C) more parks dedicated to high density housing, i.e. apartments or R-* developments.
D) a dedicated lap pool on the east side.
E) a dedicated tennis center on the east side
F) low maintenance grass seed (Korean grass) that never needs mowing.
This is great to see people participating in the survey! As an after thought, I should have specifically stated my
preference to a 'Regional Park' as something more akin to Gresham's Blue Lake Park. There is a park that really provides
a lot of interaction for individuals, families, small & large groups AND offers some ways to allow funding back into the
park by parking fees and facilities rentals.
Just a thought!
Thanks!
Maybe some things to consider when planning future parks:
-parks for Seniors???
-parks for those with little or no access to yards and safe places to play.
-parks with more benches and smaller sheltered picnic areas—kind of like at rest stops along the freeways. We have
made many cross-country trips and always found those rest areas so pleasant—yes, noisy because of freeway
traffic—but most have 3-4 single picnic tables with a roof! Sometimes they even have wind breaks.
-clean bathrooms
This afternoon we checked out Felida Community Park—looks very nice with some of the amenities that would be good
for Seniors.
As a resident of the West Minnehaha neighborhood, I can attest to the desirability of these “pocket” parks as our
grandchildren have grown up using them and making them a priority stop whenever they visit us from their home in
Snohomish. Keep up the good work!
I am concerned, however, about their maintenance and their susceptibility to tagging and other destructive activities.
Knowing Park personnel are stretched thin, I suggest that you promote volunteer assistance through the neighborhood
associations for basic upkeep (such as weeding and picking up wind-downed branches) and security (security patrols
such as Neighborhood Watch and maybe videocam surveillance so police can be notified of problem activity).
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
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A disc golf course would be great! I currently pay Oregon State Park fees because I play at Dabney, Rooster Rock,
McIver, Champoeg, etc. I would love to make such contributions to the Clark County Parks if there were courses to
play.
I am the field scheduler and administrator for Salmon Creek Soccer Club. We serve about 1000 children each year from
the county. With the formation of many new sports such as flag football, ultimate frisbee, and lacrosse competition for
school fields is at an all time high. We are struggling to find place for our players to practice without destroying the
fields that they have to play on. Numbers of soccer players each season is also going up and finding enough fields to
accomodate all of the games each weekend is difficult. Especially with the league shortening our season and adding
double headers. I believe that working on improving the drainage in the fields that we have and creating some new
fields, the young soccer players in the community would be well served. Many sports can play anywhere there is a flat
patch of grass but soccer is harder. We need space of a specific size and certain types of grass hold up to the abuse of
cleats better. I hope that you will take this into consideration when developing your long range plan and help the youth
soccer players here in Clark County.
Hi, I am e-mailing in regards to the County's long term planning for parks.
We really need more turf soccer fields in the Vancouver area and esp. here in NW Vancouver. Soccer is a growing sport
in Washington and we need more turf (possibly multi-use like Lacrosse, football) to play on. We are outgrowing our
ability to provide field space. Grass fields can only be played on so much (when they are really wet) before it kills the
grass and just becomes a big mud pit. In dry weather grass fields are great, esp. when it is really hot out- since turf can
make you feel 10 degrees hotter on a hot day. In order for Advanced teams to remain competitive they also need to
practice on turf.
Thanks for your time :)
Clark County Parks Department,
I am a Little League coach for Salmon Creek Little League and a resident of Salmon Creek. Our family primarily uses
Luke Jensen Sports Park over all other County parks. Here are my suggestions, also suggested by my league president:
1) Multi-use Turf Fields - Salmon Creek Little League pushed for 100% Turf fields at LJSP - Using Field 1 and Field 4/5 at
LJSP as a models - both are designed for multiple sports, they are used year round, have lower maintence costs, and
given our weather are playable in light rain. F1 came with an initial cost of about $1 million, and depending wear has
about a 10 year life. Compare annual maintenance costs of natural grass vs the $100k annual replacement budget, and
that gap closes.
2) Lights - extend the day year round so the fields can be used longer year round.
3) Plenty of Parking - Distribute parking around the entire facility
4) Revenue model - LJSP is the first park in the County that uses a revenue model to offset the costs to run the field.
This should continue, and let the funds from taxes for Parks be used to develop parks that hopefully stand on their own
going forward. LJSP is a great example where users are not bashful about paying for great facilities, and there's no
reason to limit development of these facilites to the taxes raised.
5) Develope large enough facilities that multi sport tournaments can be run - Other cities in our region have annual
tournaments that the sport communities learn about and plan to return to each year. The business side of that brings
outside funds into our parks, and also fills local hotels, restaurants, etc.
6) Joint Partnerships - County & Public - Salmon Creek Little League has wanted to join forces with the county and get
the best of both worlds, but the county has been reluctant to form these. There is a huge pool of volunteers in our
group and others who want to do things for their respective organizations. It's just another way to extend the tax
dollars they have to work with, and gettting more value from that initial investment.
There is a VERY large, and growing, interest in Clark County, an surrounding areas, for Pickle Ball. This sport is so
popular that Firstenburg Community Center has expended the number of courts availability and times to accommodate
the growing interest. Washougal recently converted old tennis courts that were not being used into 6 Pickle Ball courts
and they are being used every day by large numbers of players. Clark County is the home of The Columbia River Pickle
Ball Club that was form just a few years ago and has tripled in members and has hosted several sanctions tournaments
drawing players as far away as Phoenix and Northern California. I would like to suggest that the County provide more
Pickle Ball courts, or re-vamp old un-used tennis court, into Pickle Ball Courts. If you would like more information
regarding the size and scope of Pickle Ball in Clark County, you can contact Michael Wolfe at wolfemike@aol.com. Mr.
Wolfe has been instrumental in promoting Pickle Ball in Clark County. At the moment the Pickle Ball enthusiast in Clark
County are playing where ever they can find available courts.
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Trail maintenence for hikers, bicycles, and horses are my main concern. And bathrooms!
I would like to see more natural areas that horseback riding is allowed in such as Whipple Creek Regional Park and
allow a trail obstacle use area at the west side of fairgrounds park. there is one already submitted to the county for the
property that joins Whipple Creek Regional Park east of 11th Ave making it possible for all users to learn how to use
the trails correctly. Not all children play ball. some enjoy nature and can learn better from the natural environment
please consider more connecting horse trails that can be used to enjoy nature. this allows many elder people to get
outside and excerise. More parking areas that are graveled and larger for trailers to use. maintain exsisting trails for the
future. save wooded areas and plant more for the future. Maintain the Mill area at Whipple creek. allow the
restoration of the old bridge Mill & water wheel and the Gazebo area which already are in the park. support a
restroom area for the Whipple Creek Regional Park users. please consider a larger parking area as our trailers are larger
now and more people walk at the park also need parking. keep things rustic but safe and maintainable, no pavement
at all. Interconnecting trails at Daybreak for equestrian use would also help natural trails, less pavement and concrete.
One thing I didn't have a chance to comment on in the survey is lack of parking at some trails. I don't know if it is Clark
County Park or not, but there is a newer trail head on Fruit Valley Road near Vancouver Lake. When they last improved
this trail head they closed off street parking. I still don't understand why that was done. The trailhead isn't really within
walking distance of many homes and they got rid of the parking. ?????? Also restrooms are very important to us older
people. I hate to admit it, but I have sometimes had to find a tree while out walking on some of the trails. I really try to
make sure I am not offending anyone, but I fear getting cited for indecent exposure.
I'd like to see more available single track mountain bike trails in the parks. I have no problem going and helping with
trail work at various parks if that would help. Having trails closer to home makes it easier to get the whole family out
riding and we all like more rugged trails than the current wide gravel paths. A bike park in the county would be an
awesome idea to get everyone out as well. Something like what Castle Rock has.
It has come to my attention there are some upcoming open forums on use of open spaces for parks. I may not be able
to attend any of them due to my work schedule. So I wanted to express my interest in the need for BMX tracks to be
included in the design of any parks. Someone may recall that a Vancouver resident & bmx racer has done some
extensive communication with the Parks Department in the past in regards to this very topic . He did spark an interest
and we were going to get the go ahead for the space located out off Andresen but we were told the grant fell
through. The sport of BMX racing is & has been a very family friendly sport and would go over quite well in our
neighboring communities.
Good morning,
I missed the open houses.
I would just like to say as a horse trail rider and hiker, my family and I hope all future projects include multi use trails
and horse trails.
Thank you for all that is done to encourage a love of nature and enjoying this beautiful land.
Hi!
I read with great interest the article on Updated Parks Plan in the Works in the Columbian newspaper. I have
completed the survey and I appreciate the opportunity you give us to share feedback/priorities.
I want to bring to your attention that the trail by the Quarry off on 192 Ave, just north of SR 14 (exit 10) is very nice but
incomplete. Can the extension of the walking/bicycling trail to Goodwin Street (new Breckenridge subdivision) and
connecting NW 18th Ave. (also SE 40th St) be considered in Clark County plan? It will create a complete great walking
loop, great for those who want walking and exercising.
We had a very successful HOA meeting last Saturday and our members supported this concept wholeheartedly. I
would be more than happy to meet with you in person to explain further. Thank you very much.
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I completed the online survey and attended the Camas open house where I put some dots on the boards, but I did not
fill out a comment card. On both the survey and the boards, I voiced my preference for trails and open space as a
priority over other facilities such as sports fields. These comments provide further information on my preferences as
the County updates its parks plan.
I would like the updated parks plan to provide for acquisition of new regional park land and open space and
development of walking and hiking trails. I walk for exercise and would like more natural areas to walk in, like those I
enjoy at Lacamas Park. When I am in that park, I enjoy walking along the water, hearing the birds singing, and seeing
what native plants are in bloom. In addition to my enjoyment, the park provides habitat for wildlife. Having habitat for
wildlife in parks results in more wildlife in neighborhoods and backyards, such as my backyard where I have bird
feeders. I think it is important to have a network of trails and open space for wildlife and for people to enjoy nature.
I live close to Lacamas Heritage trail and would walk there more but the parking lot is often full. It would be nice to
have more areas like it and Lacamas Park in Clark County. It would also be nice if there was more interconnection
between parks and trails for better movement of wildlife and so those areas don’t become isolated islands surrounded
by development. Whipple Creek is also a nice park to enjoy nature in but unfortunately horses turn the trails into a
muddy mess. I don’t think the County needs to provide more places for riding horses, which are owned by a small
percentage of County residents. Mountain biking also needs to be limited so trails aren’t torn up by their tires.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the parks plan update.
Hi, I would like to see the bike path completed between Battle Ground Lake State Park and Battle Ground. There is a
beautiful path started from Battle Ground Lake that dead ends in the middle of nowhere. In the Battle Ground area,
there are few paths for walking or bicycling, in fact, other than Lewisville Park there are absolutely no county parks
close to Battle Ground, third largest city in Clark County. To complete this path would give residents access to Battle
Ground Lake, one of the treasures in Clark County. Currently we have to drive to the Lake or ride on county roads with
high speed traffic and narrow shoulders. I always dreaded taking my kids for a bike ride to the lake. Not much
incentive to get exercise that way! Thanks for reading and I hope you can take some positive action to get this path
done. It would be a feather in Clark County's and north county's cap.

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER PUBLICATION OF DRAFT PLAN (WITH RESPONSES)
PARKS

We do not need any more county parks. Right now there are 4 within 1 square mile of where I live. And nobody ever
talks about the maintenance costs we pay for these parks that are almost always empty. We need more funds sent to
the fire departments that are understaffed for this fire season.
RESPONSE:
Provision of Parks is determined by a needs assessment, discussed on page 21 of the plan.
What is it that we as a community can do to ensure the area referred to as Green Mountain in Camas/Vancouver
remains under the guidance of Clark County?
We are very concerned about the lack of vision and what that will mean as far as impact to our communities livability.
RESPONSE:
The Green Mountain Property is under the custodianship of Clark County's Department of Environmental Service's
Legacy Lands Program. Pat Lee is the Legacy Lands Manager. This property is identified to be a future Regional Park
which is detailed in both the Conservation plan and Parks Plan. The planned development along the south side of
Green Mountain is within the jurisdiction of the City of Camas. The County plans to partner with Camas to make some
significant trail connections that will eventually link Green Mountain to Lacamas Lake Regional Park. Another trail is
also planned to link Green Mountain to Camp Bonneville in the future.
Will equestrian use be a factor in the parks development?
RESPONSE:
Yes. Equestrian use will definitely be a part of the development scope for the Parks Master Plan, including connecting
trails. Projects in the Capital Facilities Plan include trails with an equestrian component.
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Hello, I participated in the Parks Plan open house at 3 Creeks Library. I would like to reemphasize my comment about
restrooms in the parks. Restrooms are needed by ALL parks users, regardless of what activity they came to the park for.
Restrooms are especially needed by kids and older people. Restrooms are a basic human need.
I just wanted to share my input that restrooms are a very important factor when it comes to enjoying time at the park.
Please have restroom access as much as possible, even if it means using port-a potties.
RESPONSE:
Neighborhood parks usually do not have restrooms because they are designed for people who live nearby to visit for
short periods of time.
Greetings,
I would like to know the plans of what type of facilities the county is developing at the Curtin Creek Community Park.
Will there be sport fields developed there? I hope that the area will be used for trails to view the wetlands and the
diverse eco- system around the creek. I am very interested in the plan, because I am a landowner on the creek. Could
you please direct me to where I may find out the tentative proposal for Curtin Creek Community Park?
Thank you for your help.
RESPONSE:
I’ve attached the three concept plans and all three do show sports fields. There is a conservation covenant for the
riparian area (also attached) around the creek so that area will be used for passive recreation only such as a trail that
meanders along the riparian area toward NE 119th street as a connection and for wildlife/ wetland viewing. Our trails
plan shows a trail that follows Curtain Creek with the intent of connecting the Salmon Creek Greenway to Padden
Parkway. The park and trail system are both listed in appendix A of the draft Parks Comprehensive Plan which is
currently on our parks page. Here is the link. http://www.clark.wa.gov/publicworks/parks/index.html
Please let me know if you have any other questions and I’ll do my best to answer them. Thank you for your inquiry.
Thank you for your quick information on the Sorenson Neighborhood Park (Felida).
Since I can see you have concerns regarding the County Councilors funding to maintain the parks, I will continue to
have concerns, too. We voted for the parks and maintaining them, too. Also, everyone knows we continue to pay for
this vote, since we did think this was our responsibility, too. I hope the County Councilors see that their follow through
is important to the success of the parks for families here. It is not a waste of money to fund our park.
I will see at the Sept. 8th meeting.
RESPONSE:
There is an open house planned for Sorenson Park on Tuesday September 8th at Fire District 6. Scot Brantley will be
the project manager and McKay & Sposito will be there to unveil some playground designs for the community to
choose from. The mailers will be going out I believe around August 11th so you should get one. I plan to be there as
well and hope to see you. As for PIF, we are now at $782,442,000 which is a few thousand short of our goal but I
anticipate we should hit it around next month. The only hurdle left is to be sure we have funding to maintain it once
built and I have been discussing this with our County Councilors. If they provide us the funding we need at the
beginning of 2016, we will be able to start construction in May of 2016. Looking good so far.
I believe serious consideration should be given to extending park hours so they are open earlier in the day, especially
during the summer months. An opening time of 7AM when the sun rises well before 6AM does not make a lot of sense.
I pass by Pacific Park throughout the year between 6 and 7AM. There are frequently a number of cars parked on the
street because the gate is not unlocked until 7 or later. Restroom facilities are also not available to park users until the
OFFICIAL opening time of 7AM. Let's take action to get these parks open at a more reasonable time for the benefit of
us citizens.
RESPONSE:
This issue is discussed in Chapter 10 or the implementation chapter of the Parks Master Plan.
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The Clark County Aging Services Readiness Plan includes several recommendations regarding County Parks. They are as
follows:
Parks as meeting places: Develop creative ways to use parks as meeting places for community groups or neighborhood
associations by installing shelters, gazebos and low lighting for neighborhood gatherings. The groups using the facilities
could help maintain the parks.
Expand programs to encourage development of more neighborhood pocket parks and community gardens: Smaller,
flexible, close-to-home parks could include informal natural play areas, community gardens, restored creeks and
landscaping with trees, shrubs and flowers.
Provide safe, accessible public facilities such as commons, parks, especially near concentrations of older adult’s homes.
Construct interpretive heritage trails: The health benefits of walking are well established and extremely important in
addressing not only health but social equity issues for seniors, in particular. Clark County is rich in local and regional
history, but many residents are not familiar with it. Development of heritage trails would encourage walking and other
activities while giving residents an innovative way to learn about the area. Existing or new trails, sidewalks and
pathways could have exhibits and/or art interpreting the area’s history.
RESPONSE:
Goals 4 & 7 of the plan addresses the concerns of the Commission on Aging. Also, page 25 of the plan.
The last time I spoke with you was at the open house at Three Creeks Community Library on March 5th. I have written
comments and did the online survey. But most importantly, have we been heard and has our vote counted for our
neighborhood park?
We want to hear that the funding for the Sorenson Neighborhood Park (Felida) has a green light to proceed. Will this
happen in 2016? I hope you appreciate hearing from us again. We will appreciate your commitment, too.
RESPONSE:
I just heard yesterday that there is an open house planned for Sorenson Park on Tuesday September 8th at Fire District
6. Scot Brantley will be the project manager and McKay & Sposito will be there to unveil some playground designs for
the community to choose from. The mailers will be going out I believe around August 11th so you should get one. I plan
to be there as well and hope to see you. As for PIF, we are now at 782,442,000 which is a few thousand short of our
goal but I anticipate we should hit it around next month. The only hurdle left is to be sure we have funding to maintain
it once built and I have been discussing this with our County Councilors. If they provide us the funding we need at the
beginning of 2016, we will be able to start construction in May of 2016. Looking good so far.
The Great Clark County Parks 2005 Levy promised the development of county parks, which included Sorenson
Neighborhood Park. Currently Sorenson Park is slated for 2016. Sorenson Park has gone through the master-planning
process (2011) and the design process is almost complete. Our taxes have been collected since this levy and as a
neighbor to Sorenson Park (Felida neighborhood) for 28 years, we are committed to seeing this park developed.
Help make this process work. Florence (Flossie) B. Wager believed in our parks, too.
Also, we would like to have a cost sheet for Sorenson Park, so we can better understand where the money for this park
is going. We do appreciate our neighborhood park. Also, it would be interesting to see how much is spent on each park
project. The development of county parks is very interesting. We believed in them enough to vote for them in 2005.
RESPONSE:
There is an open house planned for Sorenson Park on Tuesday September 8th at Fire District 6. Scot Brantley will be
the project manager and McKay & Sposito will be there to unveil some playground designs for the community to
choose from.
As for PIF, we are now at 782,442,000 which is a few thousand short of our goal but I anticipate we should hit it around
next month. The only hurdle left is to be sure we have funding to maintain it once built and I have been discussing this
with our County Councilors. If they provide us the funding we need at the beginning of 2016, we will be able to start
construction in May of 2016. Looking good so far.
Detailed information regarding parks projects is included in Appendix A of the Capital Facilities Plan of the Clark County
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space plan.
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This looks like you have put considerable work into developing a new plan for my county park systems.
Where are the pools? What about a recreation center for our youth? These weren’t even an option to choose when
you proposed what new facilities we wanted/needed. 48% of the respondents mentioned that swimming was high on
their list of activities. That is a pretty high percentage, but the options for swimming in our county are severely limited.
For those of us in the north end of the county, there aren’t any.
I fully support the growth for hiking/walking trails, but should that eliminate our option for a pool or a rec center?. We
have in our city a skate park, public park, and a ballfield. Few options for our kids to have activities if they are not into
skateboarding or baseball. The skate park is frequently used for drug use and teenagers use the buildings on the
ballpark to sneak away from school and engage in non-age appropriate activities.
Please consider the option of a recreation center for our youth that includes a pool.
RESPONSE:
Goal 1 of the Parks Master Plan discusses a Community Center and Goal 4: Water Access is also included.
Hi, I am e-mailing in regards to the County's long term planning for parks.
We really need more turf soccer fields in the Vancouver area and esp. here in NW Vancouver. Soccer is a growing sport
in Washington and we need more turf (possibly multi-use like Lacrosse, football) to play on. We are outgrowing our
ability to provide field space. Grass fields can only be played on so much (when they are really wet) before it kills the
grass and just becomes a big mud pit. In dry weather grass fields are great, esp. when it is really hot out- since turf can
make you feel 10 degrees hotter on a hot day. In order for Advanced teams to remain competitive they also need to
practice on turf. Thanks for your time :)
RESPONSE:
Goal 5: Provide all-season designs for sports fields.

TRAILS
We spoke about ideas and the desire to have a mountain-bike specific trail nearby Battle Ground. I had called to
express an interest in working with Clark County to design/create/maintain bicycle specific trails accessible from town
and usable by riders of all skill levels. I do know there is a demand for off-road cycling because I see the turnout of
riders at various trails in the area such as Cold Creek or Lacamas Lake any given day of the week.
It is true that we have a lot of excellent riding in the SW WA region already. But this requires packing up a vehicle and
driving an hour or more to reach the trail. These amazing trails are typically rated intermediate to advanced levels in
terms of physical or technical difficulty and the equipment required. Entry level (or family friendly) options are typically
packed with joggers, horses, dog walkers, children, cars, etc. - which can often lead to unfavorable or even dangerous
interactions amongst these various user groups.
It's a great feeling to coast back to the house after a satisfying evening ride. And to introduce new riders to the sport
and see them progress. I believe there are properties in the immediate area with potential and we have a healthy
community of riders that are eager to support this effort.
I would love to keep this conversation going with you. Please keep us in mind.
RESPONSE:
Goal 4: Trail System; Goal 5: BMX/Pump Track
Goal 3: Implement Trails & Bikeways Plan
I'm writing in regards to the proposed county parks plan. I like your idea of connecting parks and green spaces with
trails. I urge you to keep the trails more "natural." This means single and double track that is either dirt or gravel. Paved
paths are nice for road bikes and strollers but we also need some natural, less compacted surfaces that are more
suitable for off road cyclists and runners and walkers. Thank you for taking the time to involve the community in this
process.
RESPONSE:
Our public involvement talked a lot about connecting trails and parks
Goal 3: Implement Trails & Bikeways Plan
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Clark County Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan. WTA’s mission
is to preserve, enhance, and promote hiking opportunities in Washington state through collaboration, education,
advocacy and volunteer trail maintenance. With the support of over 600 members in Southwest Washington we speak
for hikers and welcome the chance to further our mission through the planning process.
Survey data and public comments summarized in the draft plan reflect what we hear from our constituents. Hiking and
walking are very popular activities and that pedestrians prefer trails in a natural setting. In addition to the high
percentage of participants engaging in hiking and walking, your survey respondents also ranked trails as their highest
priority to address in the plan. We echo their support for more hiking opportunities in Clark County.
We also support trail construction and maintenance through our volunteer programs. Last year we completed more
than 2,400 hours working on the new trail at Vancouver Lake and restoring trails at both Whipple Creek and Lacamas
Parks. Thus far in 2015 we’ve done over 1,200 hours with much more planned.
We support many of the goals and objectives laid out in the draft plan. In particular we support the goal of connecting
neighborhoods to parks with pedestrian and bicycling trails to reduce reliance on cars to access hiking trails
(concurrently reducing parking lot congestion at trailheads). We also strongly support the addition of new staff
resources to enable efforts on collaborating, planning and revenue generation. Without recreation staff like Karen
Llewellyn, Roger Anderson and Terry Riggs we could not complete the work that we do.
To improve the plan we would like to see more emphasis placed on serving the demand for trails in a natural setting
that provide a high quality hiking experience. The proliferation of user-created paths at Whipple Creek Park, Lacamas
Park and many other facilities is strong evidence of an unmet demand for soft-surface trails in a natural setting that
form loop options. The concept of connectivity is prominent throughout the draft plan; we would like to see equal
emphasis placed on the “pearls” connected by the “string” of regional trails. Although one could argue that individual
Park’s Master Plans are the place to highlight such local and primitive trails, we believe these trails deserve a prominent
place in a comprehensive plan given the overwhelming support for them and so that the plan offers a truly
comprehensive overview of what the park system should become.
While it is tempting to simply adopt user-created trails into the system these paths are rarely designed and built to
modern standards for user safety and sustainability, often leading to greater problems in the long term. Similarly, using
old road corridors for trails often creates erosion problems and doesn’t provide the same experience of single track
that is heavily favored by hikers, mountain bikers and equestrians alike. It would be a tragic mistake to ignore the
serious design pitfalls of road corridors and user created trails in developing trail systems at Green Mountain, Camp
Bonneville and other Clark County parks.
Thank you again for the opportunity to engage in this important planning process. We look forward to working
together to make Clark County a great place to hike.
- Sincerely, Ryan
Ryan Ojerio
SW Washington Regional Manager Washington Trails Association
www.wta.org
RESPONSE:
A follow-up implementation strategy for the Parks Advisory Board should be to consider language for planning for trails
and not automatically assuming an old road or right-of-way would be appropriate for a soft-surface trail.
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Since I won't be able to attend your upcoming Board of County Councilors Hearing for Parks Master Plan on Tuesday
September 22nd, I would like to express my family's love for our local parks.
My husband, Will, and I moved to Clark County in the fall of 2002. We wanted to be in Camas due to the excellent
schools and library, as well as to the proximity to LaCamas Park. Since then, we have run, hiked and mountain biked*
there several times a week. I can't tell you how much I LOVE that park...! More recently, we have included our two girls
on our bike rides there. Also, I will take about 5 of our kids' friends for a (loud) hike to LaCamas Park. They all love it. No
one can accuse our neighborhood kids of having Nature Deficit Disorder.
Additionally, our family likes to ride our bikes and hike in nearby areas, such as Thrillium on Larch Mountain. However,
due to having a full family schedule, we don't get to go to these farther off places more than a few times a year. It
would be wonderful to have closer parks in which to hike and ride our bikes. Having beautiful settings in which to
recreate and rejuvenate is such a vital element to a healthy community, and I hope you will consider including more
parks where we can bike. I understand that there will be a new development in the Green Mountain area; I hope you
will include a park with dirt trails that are properly planned for hiking and mountain biking. Recent "trails" that have
been built by housing development contractors in Camas are disappointing because they are unusable due to their
steepness or their too-sharp switchbacks (which can lead to being washed out). If possible, I could find plenty of
volunteers from the mountain biking community, as well as some with landscaping knowledge, who would gladly
volunteer their time to building sustainable dirt trails.
P.S. *I feel compelled to point out that we (including our local biking community) are polite mountain bikers; we yield
to hikers and runners, stay on the trail, and most of all, frequently rebuild and maintain the trails.
RESPONSE:
The County has been working with the City of Camas on development of the Green Mountain area, and plans for this
area do include plans for trails.
The City of Ridgefield has the following comments on the Draft Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan.
Regional Sports Complex Along I-5 Corridor:
The City of Ridgefield, in collaboration with the Ridgefield School District, is developing a regional sports complex near
the city limits and we see this as a strong candidate project for agency partnering. A regional sports complex along the I5 corridor is included in the County’s Draft 6-Year Regional Systems Plan under Special Facility
Development/Acquisition, with acquisition scheduled for 2019 and development scheduled for 2021. Ridgefield's
sports complex site is located in close proximity to I-5, within two miles of interstate access, and appears to “qualify”
for this project. In 2015/2016 the City will be preparing a market assessment, acquiring property from the developer,
developing a design and preparing construction documents. Development (i.e. construction) of the facility is scheduled
to occur in 2017, pending securement of funding. We would like to discuss this partnering opportunity with Clark
County and potentially move this project ahead in the County’s 6-Year Plan.
Regional Trails Development:
The Regional Trails Map included at the end of Appendix B of the Draft Plan shows three regional trail connections to
the Ridgefield area: an east trail connection along the I-5 corridor, a central trail connection along Lake River, and a
west trail connection through the Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge. Only one of these trail connections is included in
the 20-Year Plan and we would like to see all three included. The Ridgefield community is highly supportive of multimodel travel and we are interested in collaborating on each of these projects, as each would both provide travel
options and promote healthy living for Ridgefield.
Thanks you for allowing the opportunity to comments. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Respectfully yours,
Timothy C. Shell, P.E.
Public Works Director
City of Ridgefield
tim.shell@ci.ridgefield.wa.us
www.ci.ridgefield.wa.us
(360) 857-5023
RESPONSES:
Sports Complex: Goal 5 of the master plan discusses expanding sports facilities.
Trails: The two trails referenced in this email will be included in the final version of the PROS.
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COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER STAFF REPORT PACKET WENT TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COUNCILORS
PARKS
Dear councilors,
As you consider the parks plan today that has been carefully prepared by people who have long been involved in our
park system, I hope you will honor all the time and effort that they have contributed to this issue and follow their
advice. Not only is it state law that the county provide parks and recreational areas for the citizens, but it is so
important to some of the people who use the parks as exercise and play areas for the health of the community and the
young people. As a board member of Friends of Clark County I have supported the work that the parks advisory board
has offered and know that they are totally committed to providing these areas for our community. Thank you.
In your news release dated July 15, you indicate "Clark County encourages community members to review the draft
plan and submit written comment." How can we review the plan if you don't post it where it is easy to find online. Can
you please send me a copy of the "design" for Sorenson Park that was sent out to some people in the neighborhood.
Why isn't the planned design for Sorenson Park online?
The Board of County Councilors Hearing for Park Master Plan is Tuesday, Sept. 22 at 10 AM. This is a written testimony
for Pat and Laura St.John. The Great Clark County Parks 2005 Levy promised the development of county parks, which
included Sorenson Neighborhood Park. Currently Sorenson Park is slated for 2016. Sorenson Park has gone through the
master-planning process (2011) and the design process is almost complete. Our taxes have been collected since this
levy and as a neighbor to Sorenson Park (Felida neighborhood) for 28+ years, we are committed to seeing this park
developed. Help make this process work. Florence (Flossie) B. Wager believed in our parks, too.Also, I continue to
see the commitment for other parks, www.clark.wa.gov/parks. Thank you very much for your commitment in fulfilling
the plans voted on and passed. Every time I go to a neighborhood meeting, we talk about the great master plan for
Sorenson park. It will be rewarding to see it completed for our neighborhood.
Somebody left a flyer on our doorstep today suggesting that Sorenson Park shouldn't be developed and suggesting that
we attend the 9/22 board meeting to make our voice heard. I expect to be busy at work during that time, so here is
why I think Sorenson Park SHOULD be developed. The flyer says people use the park already. We do not. We have lived
about 100 yards from the park for almost seven years, our kids have been there three times. I've spent about as much
time volunteering at clean up events as anything else in the park. The flyer says there are other parks in the area. Fazio
Park is almost a mile away. That's too far for young kids to walk (especially if your kids have to go to the bathroom
occasionally). That means we've had to drive there (even though you can't park there without blocking the bike lane). A
big problem with the park now is that it is fenced on 3 sides. As the crow flies, we live about 100 yards from the park,
but we have to go three quarters of a mile to get to it (either up to 113th Street or down to 103rd St). Developing the
park will significantly improve the walkability and bikeability of our neighborhood. The flyer says it would be better to
keep existing trees and un-irrigated vegetation. This seems like a good idea, and it should be a goal for every park in
Clark county. The public has had years to voice its opinions about Sorenson Park, and we've decided to develop it. For
the sake of my two kids and over a dozen other kids in our neighborhood, please don't let a few people derail the
process at the eleventh hour.
Parks are a vital component of a livable Clark County. I strongly encourage the councilors to adopt this plan. This plan
will provides a vision for how parks and other recreation areas will be become a key component for making Clark
County the family friendly area I desire. I would especially encourage the county to continue efforts to build all the
parks promised by the Greater Clark County Parks District ie Sorenson Neighborhood Park and others. Please adopt this
plan and move to make Clark County a great place to enjoy the outdoors. Thank you.
You collected lot of money from all the developers, for the last 5 years. Instead of developing the Cozy Park, you are
making money by renting the house on the property. What is your target date of finishing this project, if any?

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
I hope that County Councilors will take into consideration what demographic of the population can attend a 10 am
meeting on a Tuesday...
Since I will be working, I would like to ask that the county consider a skate park in the north Vancouver area. There are
small ones here and there, but a nice big complex where kids can practice their skills would be fantastic.
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I am commenting on the planned Curtain Creek Park. Although the park has been delayed, I am very concerned with
the plans of establishing ball fields in the park. After the online survey that Clark County residents participated in 2015,
it is clear that the residents do not think ball fields are a top priority for Clark County.Even your proposed plan
states:Since 2000 the county has experienced an aging of the population. The share of the population 45 years of age
and older has increased, while the share of the population under 45 years has decreased. This trend is expected to
continue through 2030. The largest amount of growth occurred among those 45-64 years of age, while the population
of children under 18 also grew as a whole, but decreased as a share of the overall population.With an aging population,
do we really need more ball parks within 5 miles from each other. Glenwood Little League is located 1/2 mile on 119th
st, and the new ball fields on NE 78th St. There is also environmental concerns. Curtain Creek itself has a vast array of
wildlife, including the Barn owl, Great Horned owl, and variety of bats. The lights and noise from the ball fields will
upset a delicate habitat for these any many other night wildlife. Our farm is to east of the pending park, and although I
am excited to see trails, and picnic areas, I am against the ball parks with the disruption it will cause to our wildlife,
livestock, and current standard of living. I would request, as well as my neighbors a full covered lighting system for the
ball fields to limit the environmental impact. I would like to be on an email list regarding the progression of Curtain
Creek Park as well as parks in the Pleasant Valley area.
Comments on the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan:
I support the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan as presented to the Clark County Council by the Parks Advisory
Committee. In order for all types of parks to grow and develop, the County should seek to increase the revenue stream
to the parks. The advisory committee presented a method for adding public and private grants and enhancing the
public-private partnerships that now exist.
When considering the parks budget, I ask that the councilors increase the Parks staff to include a grant writer and a
planner. As our county becomes more urban, it becomes increasingly important to add parks and open space to
provide that necessary escape from the noise and tension that accompany developed places. The increased staff will
provide the resources to research suitable locations and the funds to build parks and enhance open public spaces.
Regional parks like Salmon Creek Greenway and small neighborhood parks like Orchards Highlands Park provide an
ideal combination of playgrounds for children and natural, undeveloped areas for wildlife and nature study. More parks
like these are needed. I note that the development of eight proposed neighborhood and community parks has been
delayed, a situation that is far from satisfactory. Urban neighborhoods need small parks, ideally within walking or biking
distance from houses.
Considerable research has been done into the importance of outdoor play and the exposure to natural places in the
development of children’s minds and social behavior. Two examples follow.
The Wallace Foundation's Urban Parks Initiative notes: “Parks have traditionally been viewed as venues for play. The
evolving view, however, is that parks can be the locus for initiatives that help children develop physically, intellectually,
psychologically, and socially.”
Master's-degree research at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech) cites the
“developmental window of opportunity” between the ages of three and twelve. “Outdoor play in greened play scapes
has a positive effect on children’s social development, motor skill development, attention, and activity level. It also can
provide children with experiences in naturalistic landscapes which could impact their morals, values and actions.”
Parks are, indeed, more than play equipment, picnic tables and baseball diamonds, although those are important, too.
We are learning that parks and open spaces are vital if we want our children and grandchildren to become caring,
moral and educated adults.

187

Clark County Parks, Recreation & Open Space Plan | 2015

Page left intentionally blank.

188

APPENDIX F Stakeholder Session Notes

189

Clark County Parks, Recreation & Open Space Plan | 2015

Page left intentionally blank.

190

MEETING NOTES
PROJECT NUMBER:

# 15-065PLN

PROJECT NAME:

Clark County Parks & Recreation Comprehensive Plan

RECORDED BY:

Jean Akers & Leanne Mattos

TO:

FILE

PRESENT:

Debbi Hanson, Battle Ground
Pete Capell, Camas
Jeff Niten, Ridgefield
Jody Bartkowski, Woodland
Barbara Anderson, PAB co-chair
Kelly Punteney, PAB co-chair
Bill Bjerke – Clark County Parks
Leanne Mattos – Clark County Parks
Jean Akers – Conservation Technix

SUBJECT:
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Stakeholder Session Meeting Notes: Park and Rec Providers (04/09/15)

Bill Bjerke welcomed the representatives from Battle Ground, Camas, Ridgefield and Woodland to discuss the
county parks plan. Participants introduced themselves and shared their relative roles within their jurisdictions.
Bill provided a short summary of the project and thanked the stakeholders for their time. (After the meeting,
additional emailed comments were submitted by Suzanne Grover of Washougal who was unable to join the
meeting.)

DISCUSSION / COMMENTS
What do you see as key priorities for regional park and trail system within, affecting or adjacent
to your jurisdictions? What regional facilities are missing? Where are the regional recreation
facility gaps??

1.



Gaps in regional trails need to be connected. Especially the second phase of the Chelatchie Prairie
Railroad Trail into Battle Ground.



Relationships should be developed so it’s easier to know who to contact for more information about
parks, recreation and trails.



Consider the need for a regional aquatic facility through a multi-jurisdictional partnership.



Potential acquisition in the works for the Brush Prairie softball complex (private) that could provide
space for Battle ground Little League to move out of Battle Ground’s Fairgrounds Park to allow that
park to complete the build-out for its master plan.



Sports fields are in high demand. Camas is serving Camas, Washougal and portions of east county and
could use more facilities. Camas has an interest in partnering.



Connecting regional trails – Camas is ready to partner.
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Consider the future of Camp Currie and how it can serve the growing urban area (of Camas).



How can Green Mountain, Camp Currie and Lacamas county properties relate with trails and growing
population? Suggests the need for a broader, more regional master park/special facility plan.
Camas is conferring with the Port of Camas/Washougal to create a connecting trail system all along
waterfronts – Stiegerwald NWR to Washougal River Greenway Trail.





Trail connections for a regional system (including sidewalks to bridge off-street connections)



RV camping is missing. William Clark Park is the perfect solution for East County.



Trail connections are important to Ridgefield.



The Lewis River-Vancouver Lake Water Trail has huge potential to draw people to Ridgefield.



The proposed regional trail from Vancouver Lake to the Ridgefield NWR Carty unit is desirable.



Flume Creek property (purchased by Conservation Futures funding) could be helpful connection.



Woodland is working on their park and recreation plan update. They just did their survey. The top
results indicated trails were priority and people wanted more trails and more connections.



Woodland has a new 40-acre property with plans to build a sports complex. Rotary Club is doing a
management plan to review the operations and maintenance requirements/expectations.



YMCA has purchased property for a future facility in Woodland.



Woodland has participated in the initial LRVL water trail planning and is interested in being more
involved. Recent city ownership of a parcel on the river on the east side of town could serve as a future
launch access.

What do you see as the future role for the County in providing regional parks and trails that
should be incorporated into this Plan? Are there critical themes, issues or policies that need
attention?

2.
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Traditional county role is to provide the regional approach with cities taking care of themselves. Usually
there is a clear distinction between roles. However, park and recreation users do not know boundaries
between city/county jurisdictions



Most cities have very limited capital resources. County has very little regional park/trail capital
resources. New money is needed. The regional MPD could be the answer.
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Discussions in the past about a potential regional MPD were not supported by some cities who did not
want to cede local control. Now with resources that are not adequate for needs/demands, there may
perhaps be a more open receptive attitude.



Promoting the Intertwine and being engaged can help local cities get the message out (about parks and
trails).

3.

Are there opportunities you would like to explore for collaborating on special projects that
would benefit by county park participation; with recreational programming within county
facilities; or to increase collective resources through grant funding, volunteer programs or other
pursuits?


Woodland got some RCO grants due to “partnership” value.



Camas would like to have more collaborative discussions more regularly.



Past attempts to have regular P&R leaders meet to discuss shared topics were unsuccessful but could be
time to try again.



City public works directors meet monthly. A less frequent interval could work for parks and recreation.
Same person from smaller cities would be the representative (so meeting too often would be too much).



There’s a need for more available recreational programming in the Vancouver urban growth area.



Battle Ground is ready to explore the opportunity to get after-school and summer camps to more of the
community. Providing recreation programs gets folks engaged in the rest of the parks and trail system.



The county could have a role to facilitate recreation programming by providing infrastructure.



New (proposed) park and recreation leadership group could explore collaborative recreation
programming. Meetings could meet quarterly and at different jurisdictional locations.

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please
provide written response within five days of receipt.
-- End of Notes -cc:

Bill Bjerke
project file
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SUBJECT:
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Stakeholder Session Meeting Notes: Trail User Groups (04/23/15)

Bill Bjerke welcomed the representatives from various trail-related organizations to discuss trail system
priorities for the county parks plan. Participants introduced themselves and shared their relative roles within
their organizations. Bill provided a short summary of the project and thanked the stakeholders for their time.
DISCUSSION / COMMENTS
1.

What does your organization see as the key priorities for the county’s regional and local trail
system?
 Safe, usable parks and trails that are accessible to broader range of users.
 More ADA access that includes natural settings.
 How are we defining trails and how many trails should we have?
 Should primitive trails be pursued for more bang for the buck?
 The natural evolution of regional and local trails has often started with an informal trail created by
users. Then improvements have been made in phases and along sections of the trail until the trail
is eventually fully developed.
 Washington Trails Association (WTA) seeks an experience for users in nature. WTA is more
focused on local trails and more local trails are needed to provide this experience. Good design
and layout is required.
 Local trails need to be built correctly.
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 Some attendees expressed desire for more local trails rather than widening existing trails as
population increases.
 Another member expressed the desire for trails to connect different areas in the county.
 Primitive trails often don’t have ADA compliance.
 Ecogreen grid is now being used for erosion control in Whipple Creek as an alternative surface to
paving when trails are in areas with difficult soil types. Hoof grid is another alternative for
creating stable surfacing without using pavement.
 Moss growing on pavement is a maintenance challenge.
 Once trails are good the trailhead parking becomes a challenge and signage is needed as well as
more parking.
 Many cyclists can bike both pavement and gravel.
 Trails are great for cyclists who are too timid to ride on the road.
 Vancouver Lake and Frenchman’s Bar Parks are great resources but getting there (on Lower River
Road) is scary. Traffic through the Port of Vancouver is heavy and fast. The Port is working on
an off-street shared use path but it is not complete yet.
 Best practices for trail design should be implemented for local and regional trails.
 Many runners prefer a softer surface (not asphalt).

2.

What are the highest priority gaps for connecting the community’s trail facilities?
 Could Frenchman’s Bar and Vancouver Lake connect to the Burnt Bridge Creek Trail and Salmon
Creek Trail?


Ron Onslow has stated that Ridgefield would love getting a connection to Frenchman’s Bar. What
about the Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)? Could that connection be made?



Could horseback riding come back to the Ridgefield NWR again?



Equestrians have access to tractors that can really help with trail building projects.

 What about providing opportunities for kids and families? Could the Safe Routes to School
concept be leveraged with schools and cities to get to and from schools and fill gaps in trail
access?
 The future of biking requires kids to be users and future advocates.
 The Intertwine just announced a $1M funding for wildlife refuges improving access to urban
populations. How can that kind of resource be tapped?
 Population density is a key criteria for connecting to existing parks like the Cougar Creek local
trail (connection gap).
 Burnt Bridge Creek – is it being extended east or west? Connect Burnt Bridge east to Lacamas
Lake Trail.
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 There is a need to connect people from where they live to where they recreate so they don’t have
to drive to recreational opportunities. Connect dense population areas to parks and trails.
 Access to Green Mountain is needed. That regional park property is a huge resources that is
untapped.
 Is Clark County involved with the Port of Camas/Washougal and their waterfront trail project?

3.

What does your organization see as the future role for county parks in helping complete the
regional trail system?
 Camas had a trail plan that was left up to developers to implement. Those trails are underutilized,
scary and poorly maintained. One entity needs to oversee and plan the trail system so it’s defined
and coordinated.
 Are there plans for a trail planner position?
 The parks comp plan recommendations could include adding staffing to work on the trail system
planning and implementation.
 The County should be like “Stone Soup” – providing the role of convening people and resources;
acting as coordinators to get grants and permitting; and being leveraged by volunteer and user
groups assistance.
 County staff could be in a role of communicating with cities; coordinating projects, programs,
players and permitting.
 Volunteers are the key to trail system success.
 Is there a rule that trails can’t be only four (4) feet wide?
 There is a hierarchy of trail types and trail definitions.
 Does a trail system have a percentage of pavement coverage?
 County sponsored signage, parking signs, directional signs, trail closure signs are needed.
 Clinics and educational events could be conducted to aid in understanding good trail behavior and
shared use.
 Grant writing assistance to chase more support.
 It is helpful to have county staff who like volunteers.
 Having county help with staging materials for volunteer projects is very helpful.
 A community planning meeting was conducted to review light industrial and ag/rural land uses.
Make sure new land use zoning includes implementation of trail plans.
 County leaders should support parks and trails.
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4.

What contribution, collaboration, and responsibilities can your organization bring to the future
implementation of the county-wide trail system?
 Whipple Creek Restoration volunteers have logged thousands of hours of labor, provided
equipment and materials for trail improvement for shared use in Whipple Creek Park. They have
coordinated fund-raising with the Saddle Club – 30% contribution to trails. Their organization
provides a model for other volunteer groups and could be a template for future programs and
projects. Proof of volunteer value.
 Equestrian community can spur their clubs to be more involved doing clean-up and trail
maintenance. Some volunteers get burned out by doing too much. Clubs need to consider a
better way to manage and sustain member volunteers.
 Encourage clubs & groups to get involved with trails.
 High school involvement has been valuable getting kids involved. It may be related to lower
vandalism occurrence.
 Other service organizations have community service goals.
 WTA’s volunteer program and future advocacy focus is being expanded.
 County needs trail planning staff to coordinate.
 Coordination is important.
 Public access to Green Mountain regional park property is needed to allow use of this untapped
regional park resource. Volunteers could help with trail planning, once access is provided.

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please
provide written response within five days of receipt.
-- End of Notes -cc:

Bill Bjerke
project file
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Stakeholder Session Meeting Notes: NACC (04/13/15)

Doug Ballou welcomed Bill Bjerke to discuss the county parks plan. Bill provided a short summary of the
project and thanked the NACC for their time.

DISCUSSION / COMMENTS
1. What are the key priorities for the county’s regional and urban park and trail system?
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Playgrounds



ADA play areas; disabled-accessible play equipment for children using wheelchairs



Everything we taxed ourselves for under the MPD



Soccer and baseball fields



We have an aging county, and the aging population should have access to facilities and that are easy to
use; not things just for small kids; need benches and foot stools for the aging population



Parking is needed



Access issues in urban parks; if access standard is measured in miles, then it shouldn't be as the crow flies.
It needs to relate to actual access routes. People do not know where access to some parks is. Pleasant
Valley Community Park and Greyhawk Neighborhood Park are examples; unless you live in the
immediate neighborhood, you might not know how to enter the park



Better signage



Westside community center



Pool



Heritage Farms Trail - should be a priority in the next few years to get the trail accessible and usable; with
the site master plan, there are still concerns about splitting the site with a roadway. Needs to be some type
of gazebo or lookout point at the top.



Water access for kayaks and canoes - small boat launches, especially along Lake River and the Lewis River



Water features and splash pads; something button-activated. Could be something that is simply an
irrigation system or uses the water for irrigation.
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1A. What park/trail/recreation facilities are missing?


Things that get kids outside and playing and off their computers



More seating and shelters along trail corridors. Seniors need places to stop and rest.



More dog waste bins/stations



Safe crossings along busy roads in areas of parks - 54th Avenue is dangerous



Add wayfinding markers for water trails



East Minnehaha (St Johns Park property, undeveloped) - what would it take to add some simple benches
to make the site usable? How can neighbors add benches without county maintenance workers removing
them?

1B. Where are the gaps in regional recreation facilities?


Hazel Dell Community Park - site needs re-development. Can the back fencing be removed to link the
property to the Heritage Farms site?



Does the County coordinate with the federal agencies and outreach with the wildlife refuges? Consider
partnering with the federal agencies for coordinated development and management of sites like Flume
Creek



Partner with different agencies, including Columbia Land Trust.



Camp Bonneville status - it will still be 6 to 8 years before the spent ordinances are removed. Some areas
will have limited access and others will be fully restricted.

1C. What amenities or opportunities will make the county park system better / stronger?


Boating and sailing education facilities



Mountain biking



Skateboarding areas, including ADA skateboarding facilities



Golf



Disc golf



Off leash areas



Something similar to the Water Resources Education Center in Vancouver.



Partner with environmental groups and neighborhood associations and provide incentives, similar to the
fee waiver program for development



Clean up Vancouver Lake



Wetland interpretive features - signage along trails; coordinate with schools for environmental education



Most people don't know where the parks are; need a handout and better marketing to include information
about what is located at each site – better marketing for the entire parks program
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Work closely with disabled-accessibility groups that provide information to people with disabilities, a
“know before you go” type approach

2. How do you see the future for county parks, trails and recreation facilities?


Develop more parks – do not surplus parks property



Coordinate with cities and establish a single countywide agency for parks, so cities will not need their own
departments



Look to future trends to see what activities are likely coming



Build the Chelatchie Prairie Railroad Trail

3. What contributions or support can your organization offer to help create this future?


NACC can help with public outreach; aim to over communicate with NACC to help disseminate
information



Volunteering - in-kind contributions, landscaping, labor



Develop a mechanism for volunteering (Bill referenced parkhero.org - the County's volunteer calendar
portal)



Consider rezoning parkland that is still designated as residential – do not combine park impact fee
districts

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please
provide written response within five days of receipt.

-- End of Notes --

cc:

200

Bill Bjerke
project file

Sh

MEETING NOTES
PROJECT NUMBER:

# 15-065PLN

PROJECT NAME:

Clark County Parks & Recreation Comprehensive Plan

RECORDED BY:

Jean Akers & Laurie Lebowsky

TO:

FILE

PRESENT:

Kevin Seewer, Battle Ground Little League
Scott Smith, Vancouver Girls Softball
Brad Hill, Salmon Creek Little League
Sean Mitchell, Evergreen Little League
Ryan Reese, Salmon Creek Little League
Danelle Schaff, Vancouver Youth Lacrosse
Cyndi Johnse, Vancouver Girls Softball
Brent Bates, Harmony Sports Association
Greg Foster, Parks Advisory Board
Kelly Punteney, Parks Advisory Board, co-chair
Bill Bjerke – Clark County Parks
Laurie Lebowsky – Clark County Community Planning
Jean Akers – Conservation Technix

SUBJECT:

ISSUE DATE:

April 29, 2015

Stakeholder Session Meeting Notes: Sports Organizations (04/28/15)

Bill Bjerke welcomed the representatives from various sports-related organizations to discuss sports field and
recreation facilities priorities for the county parks plan. Participants introduced themselves and shared their
relative roles within their organizations. Bill provided a short summary of the project and thanked the
stakeholders for their time.
DISCUSSION / COMMENTS
1.

What does your organization see as the key priorities for the county’s regional and urban sports
field system?
 Luke Jensen Sports Complex is “almost” good enough for attracting regional tournaments. The
natural grass surface is a limiting factor. And complex should have slightly more fields. Eight
fields would enable them to have a tournament at Luke Jensen where they could have multiple
games occurring at the same time.
 Clark County should be ready for something bigger.
 Synthetic fields are the answer. Happy Valley (Oregon) is a good example.
 Softball needs dirt infield (not synthetic). Centralia has a great sports complex facility.
 Major events seek 12 fields – all accessible (all weather play surfaces).
 Major events need support/back up facilities and services, like hotels and/or RV camping.
 Potential partnering for big tournaments could work with Delta Park if large sports complex was
near the bridge (in Vancouver).
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 Battle Ground’s field is among the oldest in the county and needs a new location. Current space
and field is very limiting and BG population is growing. They could share a new space with other
north county leagues.
 Battle Ground field is within Fairgrounds Park whose master plan shows a future build-out
without the field.
 New complex in Woodland being proposed (by Rotary in partnership with city). Need a similar
facility in Clark County.
 All weather fields are needed for lacrosse and soccer. Their seasons extend into wet winter
weather.
 Lacrosse has reached the PacNW and is growing rapidly. Limited growth allowed due to few
available and affordable fields.
 Luke Jensen is a good example of a great improvement using tax dollars.
 Harmony is an example of a user-based volunteer facility improvement.
 Harmony’s nine fields are fully utilized. There is some room for expansion.
 Harmony soccer is seeking funding for all-weather surfacing.
 Moving to synthetic fields will increase use but for youth leagues the extension into evenings is
limited due to curfew times.
 Harmony wants to pave their parking lot.
2.

What are the shortcomings with the existing facilities? Where are the challenges for future
recreation facilities?
 Weather challenges create a need for indoor facilities. No school gyms are available for winter or
wet weather practices. Need practice and training facility. Centralia has a good facility and draws
folks from Clark County on a regular basis.
 Centralia facility is the result of a public/private partnership between school districts, leagues and
public utility.
 Indoor training facility may not be used sufficiently when weather is good.
 The Sports Council works only within the Vancouver School District in coordination with VSD
for field scheduling. A similar entity does not exist for Evergreen School District who works out
contracts with each sports organization individually.
 There are different organizations – no unifying entity.
 Tournaments often allow RV parking - overnight stays - at other sports facilities in the state.
Without that feature, it’s not very welcoming for out-of-town participation.
 Tournaments have a captive audience so revenue generation from RV parking permits and
extended concessions could result from tournament play.
 Hockinson Park sports fields could benefit by adding lighting (in the approved master plan).
 Waste stream management will be a new task for tournament planning. Lots of concession sales
will generate more waste. Need to do more recycling.
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 Tournament revenue can generate other economic effects if there are more support facilities to
capture that revenue: lodging, food services, etc.
 How much revenue could come back into the sports fields?
 Luke Jensen is reaching its capacity, pushing against evening lights out deadlines.
3.

What does your organization see as the future role for county parks in providing public sports
field/recreation facilities?
 Partner with sports organizations (acknowledge this is already happening).
 County has access to more data and information and this needs to be readily available e to help
support volunteer-run groups.
 County expertise could help with applying for grant funding and assist with permitting.
 VGSA will partner with Vancouver lacrosse and convert one of their fields to a lacrosse field.
They hope to add some expanded field capacity (if allowed) into greenway.
 VGSA also hopes to add some support facilities like a concession stand and batting cage.
 County staff could be in a role of helping to coordinate a group “council” that is county-wide and
serves all sports organizations.

4.

What contribution, collaboration, and responsibilities can your organization bring to the future
implementation of the county-wide public park and recreation system?
 We’ll help fund-raise and are happy to partner with the county.
 Consideration for a county-wide sports council – what type of organization is desired?
 Two items to consider: 1.) Comp plan CFP priorities, and 2.) future sports alliance for greater
power.
 Vancouver USA – can help tourism promotion through sports events. They can also help with
measuring economic value of tournaments.
 We could increase our clout by working together.
 Economic development is an important value of sports events and activities.
 There is strength in partnership.
 Would a “council” carry more weight on getting private foundation grants?
 Public/private is a good combination.

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please
provide written response within five days of receipt.
-- End of Notes -cc:

Bill Bjerke
Project file
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APPENDIX G PIF Technical Document (‘09)
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VANCOUVER-CLARK
PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK IMPACT FEE

TECHNICAL DOCUMENT
November 1, 2009

We create community through people, parks, programs and partnerships.
P.O. Box 1995 - Vancouver, WA 98668-1995
(360) 619-1111 - www.vanclarkparks-rec.org
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I. ELEMENTS OF THE PARK IMPACT FEE TECHNICAL DOCUMENT

II.



INTRODUCTION / PURPOSE



PARK IMPACT FEE
o Background
o Overview
o Formula and Formula Factors
o Park Impact Fee Rate Schedules
- City
- County
o Park District Map



PARK IMPACT FEE INDEXING
o Purpose and Intent
o Indexing Models Used by Other Jurisdictions
o Methodology
- Acquisition Index
- Development Index
o Conclusion



PARK IMPACT FEE FUND MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION / PURPOSE
The Park Impact Fee Technical Document is prepared to provide a framework to facilitate and streamline future
fee updates or revisions at the direction of the elected officials of the City of Vancouver and Clark County. The
purpose of this initial version of the Technical Document is to provide a vehicle to re-adopt the fee schedule and
numeric formula factors currently in effect. In addition, the Technical Document describes the methodology for
future implementation of park impact fee indexing in order to keep pace with fluctuations in the economic
market, and allow rates to more accurately reflect current acquisition and development costs. In the future, at
the direction of the City Council and the Board of Commissioners, rate change proposals can be brought forward
for consideration, utilizing the adoption of a revised Park Impact Fee Technical Document. The revised
Technical Document would provide the updated analysis for inflation or deflation adjustments, identify any
revised data sources or values for formula factors, and include a proposed fee rate schedule.

III. PARK IMPACT FEE
A. Background
In 2009, references to PIF rate schedules and numeric calculation factors were removed from the VancouverClark Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (Parks Plan), the Clark
County Code, and the Vancouver Municipal Code. The purpose of this action was to:
 Establish a streamlined process for rate changes using a PIF Technical Document as a vehicle to adopt
both current and future rate schedules,
 Adopt numeric calculation factors,
 Define the park impact fee indexing methodology, and
 Improve consistency between city and county administrative codes as they relate to the application and
management of the park impact fee program.
No rate changes or implementation of indexing methodology are proposed herein at this time.

I:\Acquisition, Design & Capital Improvements\Planning & Acquisition\Annual Review 2009\Tech Doc\FINAL PIF TECH DOC-11-1-09.doc
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B. Overview
The formula used to compute park impact fee rates is based on four primary factors: 1) acquisition costs; 2)
development costs; 3) adopted park standards, and 4) an adjustment factor required by state law.
1. Acquisition cost is the unique cost of land in each of the ten established park districts.
2. Development cost is the average cost of park development over all 10 park districts within the
Vancouver urban growth area.
3. Adopted park standards are those adopted by the Parks Plan for neighborhood and community parks
and urban open space. These standards are population based and represent the acres of land needed to
serve one thousand residents for each of the respective park types.
4. The adjustment factor is based on state statute that requires an “adjustment to the cost of public
facilities for past or future payments made or reasonably anticipated to be made by new development...”
Commonly known as the “proportionate public share” or “shift”, this adjustment is intended to
reasonably relate the cost of public facility improvements with the service demands of new
development.
State statute requires that park facilities on which impact fees may be spent must be part of a capital facilities
plan that is a component of an adopted comprehensive land use plan. Both City ordinance (VMC 20.915.100)
and County code (CCC 40.630.010) anticipate that impact fee rates will be revised periodically when financial
analysis establishes that there is a need for a major program update, or adjusted annually to account for
inflation/deflation using an indexing methodology. All fee adjustments are to be described in a Technical
Document to be reviewed and adopted by the elected officials of the City of Vancouver and Clark County.
C. Park Impact Fee Formula and Formula Factors:
PIF =
PIF =

[ Acquisition Cost + Development Cost ] - Cost Adjustment Factor
(Ca x Ia x Sa)
P

+ (Cd x Id x Sd)
P

x

U

x

A

(City of Vancouver)

-

A

(Clark County)

1. “PIF” means the total cost of the acquisition and development components of the impact fee per single
family/duplex, or multi-family residence.
2. a. “Ca” means the average cost per acre for land appraisal, acquisition, associated due diligence

fees and expenses, closing and Level 1 Development for each service area or overlay area as
described in the Parks Plan for neighborhood parks, community parks and urban open space,
and adopted by the Board and City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant to
CCC40.630.010 and VMC 20.915.100.B.

b. “Cd” means the average cost per acre for site development. Development costs shall be
calculated assuming development standards described in the Parks Plan for neighborhood and
community parks, and adopted by the Board and City Council in the impact fee revision process
pursuant to CCC 40.630.010 and VMC 20.915.100.B.
3. a. “Ia” means the percentage annual inflation/deflation adjustment index applicable to the
acquisition component, as outlined in the Park Impact Fee Program Technical Document and

I:\Acquisition, Design & Capital Improvements\Planning & Acquisition\Annual Review 2009\Tech Doc\FINAL PIF TECH DOC-11-1-09.doc
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annually determined by the Board and City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant
to CCC 40.630.010 and VMC 20.915.100.B.
b. “Id” means the percentage annual inflation/deflation adjustment index applicable to the
development component as outlined in the Park Impact Fee Program Technical Document and
annually determined by the Board and City Council in the impact fee revision process pursuant
to CCC 40.630.010 and VMC 20.915.100.B.
4.

a. “Sa” means the parks acquisition standard in acres per thousand residents for neighborhood parks,
community parks and urban open space as established in the Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (Parks Plan).
The current (2006-2007) acquisition standard per the Parks Plan is 6 acres per thousand residents. This
standard is designed to include a combined 5 acres / 1,000 residents for neighborhood and community
parks and one acre per thousand for urban open space. Within the combined standard, the preferred
distribution is two acres for neighborhood parks and three acres for community parks. However, the
combined standard allows for modifications where existing and proposed development limits the
availability of parcels large enough to accommodate the preferred standard-size for community parks.
b. “Sd” means the parks development standard in acres per thousand residents for neighborhood and
community parks as established in the Parks Plan.
The current development standard per the Parks Plan is 4.25 acres of developed park land / 1,000
residents. No development standard is proposed for urban open space, which should remain in a
relatively natural condition.

5.

“P” means one thousand (1000) residents.

6. “U” means the average number of occupants per single-family/duplex dwelling unit or per other

multifamily dwelling unit, based on the most current applicable statistical census data (US
Census Bureau or Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) census data for
persons per dwelling unit) and as adopted by the Board and City Council in the impact fee
revision process pursuant to CCC 40.630.010 and VMC 20.915.100.B.

Current fee rates are based on 2000 OFM census data identifying 2.59 persons per dwelling unit for a
single family/duplex residence, and 1.9 persons per household for a multi-family residence.
7. “A” means an adjustment to the cost of park facilities for past or future payments made or reasonably
anticipated to be made by new development to pay for park system improvements in the form of user
fees, debt service payments, or other payments earmarked for or proratable to park system
improvements. The City and County allocate their Real Estate Excise Tax funds at their discretion, thus
resulting in a slight difference in adjustment values. The respective adjustments for the City of
Vancouver and Clark County are noted below:
a.

Clark County Adjustment Value “A”.
Unit Type
Adjustment
Single-Family $228.50
Multifamily $166.98

b.

City of Vancouver adjustment value is determined to be five percent (5%), so that “A” factor
equals 95%.
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D. PARK IMPACT FEE RATE SCHEDULES
1. City of Vancouver (As adopted by Ordinance M-3653, effective June 3, 2004)

CITY OF VANCOUVER PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE
Park District

Single-Family Rates

Multi-Family Rates

Acquisition Development Acquisition Development
1

$1,608

$635

$1,175

$464

2

$2,116

$635

$1,547

$464

3

$1,750

$635

$1,279

$464

4

$1,481

$635

$1,082

$464

5

$1,291

$635

$943

$464

6

$1,048

$635

$766

$464

7

$1,372

$635

$1,003

$464

8

$1,292

$635

$944

$464

9

$1,497

$635

$1,094

$464

10

$1,039

$635

$759

$464

2. Clark County (As adopted by Ordinance 2002-10-16, effective January 1, 2003)

CLARK COUNTY PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE
Park District

Single-Family Rates

Multi-Family Rates

Acquisition Development Acquisition Development
1

$1,693

$440

$1,237

$321

2

$2,228

$440

$1,628

$321

3

$1,842

$440

$1,346

$321

4

$1,558

$440

$1,139

$321

5

$1,359

$440

$993

$321

6

$1,103

$440

$806

$321

7

$1,445

$440

$1,056

$321

8

$1,360

$440

$994

$321

9

$1,576

$440

$1,151

$321

10

$1,094

$440

$799

$321
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IV. PARK IMPACT FEE INDEX
A. Purpose and Intent of Indexing

The intent of indexing is simply to keep impact fees as current as possible by accounting for inflation
or deflation adjustments over time using a known or common factor, such as the consumer price index
or the construction cost index. Annually adjusted impact fees also minimize potential public share
obligations to the system, which are caused by the difference between current rates and the annually
eroding value of those rates as they are impacted by inflation. Indexing is implemented by County and
City Code as follows:
CCC40.630.010 (Impact Fee Revision) and VMC20.915.100 (Other Provisions)
B. Park impact fee rates may be revised using the following process:
1 The adopted Park Impact Fee Program Technical Document may be revised periodically by the Board
[or City Council] when financial analysis establishes that there is a need for a major program update.
Such adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption by the Board [City Council].
2. Between major program updates, the calculated park impact fee will be adjusted annually to account
for inflation/deflation using the indexing methodology described in the adopted Park Impact Fee
Technical Document. Such adjustments shall only become effective upon adoption by the Board [City
Council].
B. Indexing Models Used by Other Jurisdictions
Numerous jurisdictions across Washington and Oregon apply an annual inflation index to their impact fees or
system development charges. Several common indices are used, as noted below:




Producer Price Index (PPI) – shows the direction and magnitude of price changes for finished goods;
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Consumer Price Index (CPI) – shows day-to-day inflation in prices as experienced by urban
consumers for a representative basket of goods and services; also published by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics.
Engineering News Record (ENR) – calculates national index of building cost changes using a 20 city
average and individual costs as local average. ENR offers two indices: Construction Cost Index (CCI)
and the Building Cost Index (BCI). 1 The CCI can be used where labor costs are a high proportion of
total costs. The BCI is more applicable for structures.

Additionally, two primary approaches exist to apply indexed adjustments: uniformly across dual components or
uniquely to each component.


Uniform Indexing Approach – The uniform approach merely applies an index to the composite
impact fee, and in the case of park fees, it would apply to the combined acquisition and development
rates equally. No distinction is made between components or between the relative impacts of how each
component is affected by the index. Upon initial review of the application of indices throughout the
region, it was noted that most jurisdictions elected to index impact fee rates uniformly.

1

The difference between ENR’s Construction Cost Index and Building Cost Index is the approach to the labor component. The CCI uses
200 hours of common labor, multiplied by the 20-city average rate for wages and fringe benefits. The BCI uses 68.38 hours of skilled
labor, multiplied by the 20-city wage- fringe average for three trades–bricklayers, carpenters and structural ironworkers. For their
materials component, both indexes use 25 cwt of fabricated standard structural steel at the 20-city average price, 1.128 tons of bulk
Portland cement priced locally and 1,088 board ft of 2x4 lumber priced locally. The ENR indexes [sic] measure how much it costs to
purchase this hypothetical package of goods compared to what it was in the base year. (source: enr.construction.com)
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212

PARK IMPACT FEE – TECHNICAL DOCUMENT
Page 7 of 9



Unique, Component-Specific Indexing Approach – An alternative approach is to annually adjust each
impact fee component based on a unique index, both pertinent and suitable to that component. For
example, the development component is adjusted based on a construction cost index, and the acquisition
component is adjusted based on a real estate or land valuation index as appropriate. By design,
component-specific indexing allows for a higher degree of congruence between the component and the
index, along with providing a more true reflection of local changes on an annual basis.
In Oregon, jurisdictions can choose to use the local tax assessor's annual ratio report to index the
acquisition component. In Washington, no similar report is required, but some cities have indexed
acquisition costs based on annual changes in land value. The indexing approach used by the City of
Olympia offers a compelling model, as described below from their PIF program documentation:
The change in property value is calculated based on information from the Thurston County Assessor’s
Office. Thurston County is on an annual valuation cycle, meaning that all real property is physically
inspected at least once every six years, but is statistically updated every year. The County Assessor does
not create values, but interprets current market activity to estimate the values of parcels in Thurston
County for the purposes of property taxation. Fair market value is the amount a willing buyer would
pay a willing seller when neither is under undue pressure. The Thurston County Assessor's Office uses
valid recent sales data of similar properties and the replacement cost of buildings (based on the cost of
current labor and material, less depreciation), to arrive at fair market value. For projects where the
location of the property is known, the property value factor will be calculated based on the difference
between the current year and preceding year’s fair market value for land. For projects where the
location of the property is not known, the property value factor will be calculated based on the average
of the changes in land value for representative similar facility type projects in the CFP.

Thurston County’s approach to annual assessment re-evaluation is consistent with that of Clark County’s and is
identified as a viable approach. During the current PIF assessment, staff from the Clark County Assessment
office was contacted to discuss and coordinate a comparable approach for local, annual PIF adjustments based
on Clark County data and modeling.
With readily accessible, quality indexing datasets, the component-specific approach can offer Clark County a
stronger nexus between the selected index and the base PIF rate. As a historically high-growth region, an
approach using a uniform index for both components, such as a construction index, does not accurately reflect
the differences in and changes to real property valuations, and does not reflect value differentiation across the
urban area. As such, when the City of Vancouver and/or Clark County are ready to proceed with implementation
of an annual index of Park Impact Fee rates, a component-specific indexing option will be used, whereby the
acquisition base rate is indexed to recent real property changes and the development base rate is tied to a
construction related index, such as the ENR-CCI. The establishment of the real property index is the most
complex task, and it is a uniquely local exercise. The following section details the methodology.
C. Indexing Methodology
1. PIF Acquisition Component
In close collaboration with Clark County Assessment and GIS staff, land valuation tables for the Vancouver
urban area were isolated and reviewed for the three most recent property tax assessment cycles (2007, 2008,
2009). The primary goal was to establish the rate of change in land valuations between consecutive property tax
cycles as the basis for a potential PIF acquisition rate index. Secondarily, the data were reviewed to evaluate the
appropriateness of applying a single, urban area-wide index factor versus unique index factors per each of the 10
PIF districts.
Acreage valuations from the Assessor’s Neighborhood Land Tables were the primary input. Clark County
annually updates the assessment land tables with a physical inspection of Ƣth of the county per cycle and
statistical revisions of the remainder. The data used in this analysis are consistent with the assessed valuations
used for annual property tax assessments.
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The land coverage of the Assessor’s Neighborhood Land Tables was correlated to that of the PIF districts using
GIS. The acreage and percentage of total land area of each Neighborhood was calculated as it relates to each of
the 10 PIF districts. Using these relative coverages, a weighted average land valuation was calculated by PIF
district. Additionally, a single average was calculated for the Vancouver urban growth area (VUGA) as a whole.
In comparing the valuations of each PIF district to that of VUGA composite, significant differences were noted.
While the average valuation change of the sum of the 10 PIF districts was the same as the valuation change of
the VUGA as a whole, a wide degree of variability was noted between PIF districts for each comparative cycle
reviewed. In looking at the differences between the 2009 and 2008 tax years, a 14% spread exists between the
highest and lowest change between PIF districts. Given this variability, the acquisition component will be
indexed based on the unique rate of change by PIF district, instead of using a VUGA average, to best reflect the
specific changes in valuation within the urban area. This approach is consistent with that taken to establish the
acquisition base rates, and the data and calculations required to determine these unique index factors have been
tested.
Using the weighted average land valuation by PIF district, the acquisition index factors for each PIF district are
determined by the ratio of the current tax year to the previous. Table 1 shows these results.
Table 1: Acquisition Index Factors by District (2008-09)
Tax Year
2009

PIF District

Tax Year
2008

Index
Factor

Index
Change

1

$

136,135

$

138,890

0.980

-2.0%

2

$

149,378

$

149,619

0.998

-0.2%

3

$

165,304

$

175,479

0.942

-5.8%

4

$

160,373

$

168,254

0.953

-4.7%

5

$

154,999

$

179,888

0.862

-13.8%

6

$

156,412

$

176,384

0.887

-11.3%

7

$

148,720

$

159,786

0.931

-6.9%

8

$

161,771

$

162,060

0.998

-0.2%

9

$

168,909

$

168,910

1.000

0.0%

10

$

169,001

$

169,001

1.000

0.0%

Average $

157,100

$

164,827

0.955

-4.5%

VUGA Average $

154,079

$

162,135

0.950

-5.0%

Using the established PIF acquisition base rates for each district, Table 2 shows how the index would be applied
by multiplying the index factor with the PIF base rate to establish a revised PIF acquisition rate.
Table 2: Application of Index to PIF Acquisition Component
PIF District

Base
Acquisition
Rate

Index
Factor

Revised PIF
Rate (Acq)

Change ($)

1

$

1,227

*

0.980

=

$

1,203

$

2

$

1,524

*

0.998

=

$

1,521

$

(2)

3

$

1,357

*

0.942

=

$

1,279

$

(79)

4

$

1,519

*

0.953

=

$

1,448

$

(71)

5

$

863

*

0.862

=

$

744

$

(119)

6

$

777

*

0.887

=

$

689

$

(88)

7

$

1,275

*

0.931

=

$

1,187

$

(88)

8

$

868

*

0.998

=

$

867

$

(2)

9

$

993

*

1.000

=

$

993

$

(0)

10

$

721

*

1.000

=

$

721

$

(0)

Average

$

1,112

$

1,065

$

(47)

0.955

(24)
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NOTE: The Clark County Assessor’s Office does not release land valuation tables until the early fall of the tax year in question (i.e.,
October 2009 for the 2009 property tax assessment). Given this known and reliable lag time, it is recommended that annual PIF indexing
occur in the early fall of each year to accommodate delivery of the most recent Assessor’s data.

2. PIF Development Component
The application of a construction cost index to the PIF development component is simple and direct. Using the
Seattle ENR-CCI monthly data available from ENR, calculate the index factor as the percentage change based on
the ratio of the current month to the previous period (see below).

Table 3: Construction Cost Index (Oct ‘07 – Oct ’08)
ENR-CCI
Factor

ENR-CCI Periods
October '08:: 8812.22
October '07:: 8612.75

=

1.023

Index Change
or

2.3% Increase

Using the established PIF development base rates for each district, the index is applied by multiplying the index
factor with the PIF base rate to establish a revised PIF development rate. Since development rates are uniform
across all PIF districts, this calculation is completed only once as shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Application of CCI to PIF Development Component
PIF Base
Rate (Dev)
$553

ENR-CCI
Factor
*

1.023

=

Revised PIF
Rate (Dev)

Change
($)

$566

$13

D. Conclusion - Indexing Methodology
Both the Vancouver Municipal Code and the Clark County Unified Development Code already include a
provision for periodic revisions and indexing adjustments to the park impact fee schedule through adoption of a
Technical Document. To date, this provision has not been utilized regularly; Park Impact Fees have not been
adjusted on an annual basis. The indexing methodology proposed in this document does not suggest that the City
or the County implement the indexing provision at this time, but that this methodology be considered and
implemented at some point in the near future to ensure the viability of the Park Impact Fee program.
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2014 Park Impact Fee Public Share Review
April 2015

PURPOSE
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide Clark County and the City of Vancouver with the
necessary resources to proceed autonomously in monitoring their respective Public Share responsibilities
associated with the Park Impact Fee (PIF) program.
ASSUMPTIONS
A. At any given point in the life of the PIF program the Public Share Deficit is Park Need minus the
existing park land inventory and committed financial resources to meet that need.
Public Share Deficit

=

Park Need (based on current population X adopted standard)
-

Existing Park Inventory and PIF funds (converted to equivalent
acres of park land and development).
______________________________________________________
Public Share Deficit

When the Park Impact Fee program was first adopted the Original Deficit was the public share
responsibility to bring the park system up to the same standard for existing population as that
applied to new development.
Over time the public share is progressively reduced by non-PIF revenues that contribute to PIF
eligible projects for both acquisition and development. Non-PIF funds include sources such as
grants, Real Estate Excise Tax, Conservation Futures, etc. Likewise, public share may increase if the
fees collected do not sufficiently meet the actual cost of land acquisition and development to serve
new development. State law requires that the Public Share Deficit be satisfied within a reasonable
time period.
B. With the exception of park impact fee Districts 2 and 3, which are exclusively within the City of
Vancouver, and districts 9 and 10, which are exclusively within Clark County jurisdiction, all other
park districts cross jurisdictional boundaries to some extent. Tables 1 and 2 reflect the split of these
shared district funds based on the actual location of the project within the respective district.
In the dissolution process it was established that the City of Vancouver would assume the
responsibility of PIF District 4, leaving only districts 5 and 7 as shared districts that required the
division of existing PIF funds.
C. Legal counsel advised that the City of Vancouver is not required to separate acquisition and
development funds for the evaluation of concurrency. This analysis provides the findings for
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acquisition and development separately but similarly can be used at the discretion of the respective
jurisdictions in the analysis of public share deficit.
D. A list of the criteria used for the evaluation of PIF eligible projects and Non-PIF funding sources is
attached. These criteria were employed to identify expenditures and revenue sources used for
eligible Park Impact Fees projects and the information is separated by park impact fee district and
jurisdiction for the time period since the conclusion of the 2008 Financial Review. The same criteria
were used for the City of Vancouver and Clark County activities.
NON-PIF CONTRIBUTION SUMMARY
The table below identifies the non-PIF revenue sources that contributed to PIF eligible acquisition and
development projects by park impact fee district. For the period from April 1, 2008 through December
31, 2013 the information is also separated by jurisdiction, however this distinction is not available for the
previous time period. A spreadsheet of the itemized data is attached for further analysis, as needed.
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The ‘Original Deficit’ section of the table references the summary data from the Vancouver-Clark Parks
and Recreation Park Impact Fee Financial Review Final Report completed in 2008 (Paul Lewis). The
public share contribution to the original deficit is identified as well as the ‘Over/(Short) Status of the
Original Deficit at the conclusion of the analysis period, being March 31, 2008. A complete copy of the
report and associated appendices is attached for historical reference.
Data tables for PIF expenditures and non-PIF funding associated with PIF eligible projects are included as
attachments to this report in digital form. The data is separated for acquisition and development for
each park district and can be used at the discretion of the respective districts to determine the public
share deficit.
CURRENT LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AND PARK NEED
The interlocal agreement for joint planning efforts between Clark County and the City of Vancouver was
terminated effective January 1, 2014. However, the Level of Service and Need Analysis provided in the
2014 Vancouver Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Natural Area Plan was evaluated based on the
original ten park districts, irrespective of jurisdiction, for those park types funded by the Park Impact Fee
program. These include neighborhood parks, community parks and urban natural areas. The current
districts recognize natural and built barriers to non-vehicular circulation, and reflect the functional
distribution and need within the City of Vancouver and Vancouver UGA with the existing inventory of
park lands. The current PIF district boundaries are recognized by the City of Vancouver for analysis and
planning purposes until formally amended by Vancouver City Council.
The Level of Service and Need Analysis for the ten joint park districts was extracted from the 2014
Vancouver Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Natural Area Plan and included as an attachment for
reference. The Park Plan can be referenced in its entirety on the City of Vancouver website and applied
at Clark County’s discretion in evaluating and calculating the current and projected Public Share Deficit.
The inventory used as the basis for the Park Plan was provided to Clark County previously to help
facilitation completion of their pending comprehensive park plan update.
RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Grant revenue deposits that fund eligible PIF projects should include project coding to assure that
it is credited to the appropriate project and PIF district as a public share contribution.
B. The 2014 Public Share Analysis is the first since the 2008 review. With inevitable changes in
technology, coding procedures, and staff it is recommended that a PIF public share review be
completed on an annual basis within the first quarter following the end of the calendar year to
consistently account for non-PIF funding and changes in inventory.
C. An expanded public share deficit analysis is warranted with future updates of the Vancouver and
Clark County comprehensive park plans. This analysis should include recognition of the acquisition
and development need for the then current population that exceeds available PIF revenues, thus
adding to the public share deficit.
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ATTACHMENTS
A. Itemized revenue data for non-PIF revenue contributed to eligible PIF projects by impact fee
district and jurisdiction (April 1, 2008 – December 31, 2013, digital);
B. Itemized data for expenses charged to PIF eligible acquisition and development projects by park
district and jurisdiction (April 1, 2008 – December 31, 2013, digital); and
C. Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Park Impact Fee Financial Review Final Report (October 8,
2008, Paul Lewis).
D. Eligible Expense Criteria
E. 2014 Vancouver Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Natural Areas Plan, Level-of-Service &
Need Excerpt
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ComprehensiveParks,RecreationandOpenSpacePlan–2015Update
TwentyYearConservationFuturesPriorities
BurntBridgeCreekSubarea:Acquireandpreserveriparianareas,wetlandsandfloodplainsandupland
buffers,especiallywherenewacquisitionsexpandorlinkexistingfacilities.Acquirepropertythat
supportsthe”LaketoLake”(VancouverLaketoLacamasLake)trailcorridor.

ColumbiaSouthSlopeSubarea:AcquireColumbiaRiverShorelineandassociateduplandsbetweenSE
192ndAvenueandtheWashougalRiver.AcquireforestedhillsideseastofSE164thAvenueandnorthof
EvergreenHighway.Protectriparianareas,wetlandsandsmallstreamsandseepsthatsupportclean
water,wildlifehabitatandsalmonrecovery.

GeeCreekandFlumeCreekSubarea:ExpandthegreenwaysystembetweenAbramsParkandthe
RidgefieldNationalWildlifeRefuge.ExtendthegreenwaysystemupstreamofAbramsPark.Support
developmentoftheVancouverLakeͲLewisRiverWaterTrail.Exploreestablishmentofanagricultural
districtwithintheGeeCreek/FlumeCreekvicinity.

GibbonsCreekandLawtonCreekSubarea:ExpandtheCampenCreekGreenway.Supportacquisitions
thatcomplementtheSteigerwaldLakeNationalWildlifeRefugeandtheWashougalOaksNatural
ResourcesConservationArea.

LowerLacamasCreekSubarea:ExpandandlinktheLacamas/Round/FallenLeafLakesgreenwaysystem
withemphasisontrails,shorelinesandforestlandsasdevelopmentoccursontheEastsideofLacamas
Lake.FacilitatetrailconnectionsandimprovepublicaccesstoGreenMountain.Expandpublic
ownershiptohighpointsonGreenMountain.SupportexpansionoftheLacamasPrairieNatural
ResourcesConservationArea.

UpperLacamasCreekSubarea:Preservehighvalueripariananduplandareasalongtheextensive
networkofsmallstreams.ExploreestablishmentofanagriculturaldistrictwithintheChinaDitch/182nd
Avenuevicinity.

MainStemLewisRiverandAllenCreekSubarea:ContinuecooperationwiththePlasNewyddFarm
regardingconservation,restorationandrecreationeffortsontheirproperty.Expandthegreenway
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systembetweenTwoͲForksandPlasNewyddtolinktheEastForkLewisRiverGreenwaywiththe
ColumbiaRiverLowlands.SupportdevelopmentoftheVancouverLakeͲLewisRiverWaterTrail.

LowerEastForkLewisRiverSubarea:Preserve,restoreandenhanceaquaticandriparianhabitatsfor
allpopulationsofEndangeredSpeciesAct(ESA)Ͳlistedsalmon,migratorywaterfowlandotherwildlife.
ImproverecreationaccessandfacilitiesalongtheLowerEastForkGreenway.ExpandLewisRiverRanch
andotherpublicgreenwayownershipasopportunitiesariseinordertoclosegapsinthegreenwayand
facilitatedevelopmentoftheLowerEastForkLewisRiverGreenwayTrail.Enhanceaccesspointsforthe
VancouverLakeͲLewisRiverWaterTrail.

UpperEastForkLewisRiverSubarea:Preserveaquatic,ripariananduplandhabitatonthemainEast
ForkLewisRiverandRockCreekthatsupportrecoveryofESAͲlistedsteelheadpopulations.Workwith
forestlandownerstodevelopcompatiblestrategiesforsustainingforestresourcelandswhileexploring
opportunitiestoexpandhiking,mountainbiking,camping,fishingandotherrecreationalactivities.
FacilitatetrailconnectionsbetweenMoultonFallsRegionalParkandtheTownofYacolt.

LowerNorthForkLewisRiverSubarea:Protectcriticalaquaticandriparianhabitattosupportsalmonid
andwildlifepopulations.ExpandgreenwayopportunitiesbetweentheCityofWoodlandandthe
EastForkLewisRiver,EagleIslandandHaapaPark/boatlaunch.Developwateraccesssitesforpaddle
craftwithinstreamreachesthatarepartoftheVancouverLakeͲLewisRiverWaterTrail.

CedarCreekSubarea:Exploreopportunitiesthatprotecthighvaluesalmonhabitatalongthecreekand
agreenwaythatconnectspubliclandinthewatershedandallowswildlifemovementalongriparian
areasandintotheforestlandsinhigherelevations.

UpperNorthForkLewisRiverSubarea:ExploreconservationprojectswithPacifiCorpsandother
partners.Workwithforestlandownerstodevelopcompatiblestrategiesforsustainingforestresource
landswhileexploringopportunitiestoexpandhiking,mountainbiking,camping,fishingandother
recreationalactivities.ProvidelandbasedtrailconnectionstoSoiuxonParkandbetweenrecreational
sitesalongLakeMerwinandYaleLake.

LowerSalmonCreekSubarea:ExpandgreenwaylinkagesbetweentheVancouverandBattleGround
urbangrowthareas.Preservetributariesintheurbanizingareatosupportcleanwater,salmon
recovery,wildlifehabitatandrecreation.ProtectforestedbuttesnearBattleGroundandcompletethe
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ChelatchiePrairieRailroadTrailfromBattleGroundLakeStateParkthroughthesubareatoSt.John’s
Road.ExtendtheSalmonCreekGreenwaytrailfromKlinelinePondtoWashingtonStateUniversity,
Vancouver.

UpperSalmonCreekSubarea:ExpandtheSalmonͲMorganCreeeksNaturalAreaalongSalmonand
MorganCreeksandcompletepublicuseimprovementsatthenaturalarea.Acquireshorelinesand
associateduplandstoprotectandrestorewatershedprocesses.Cooperatewithforestlandownersto
minimizeconversionofforestlandsintheupperwatershed.

SteigerwaldLakeSubarea:SupportrestorationandexpansionofSteigerwaldLakeNationalWildlife
RefugeandtheWashougalOaksNaturalResourcesConservationArea.Improvetrailsandwaterfront
recreationfacilities.

VancouverLakeLowlandsSubarea:Acquireshorelineandadjacentuplandsthatsupportthe
VancouverLakeͲLewisRiverWaterTrailconcept.Preservehabitatandgreenwayconnectionsbetween
VancouverLakeLowlandsandallsubareasthatintersectwithit(BurntBridgeCreek,SalmonCreek,
WhippleCreek,FlumeCreekandGeeCreek).

WashougalRiverSubarea:Preserveandrestoreshorelinesandriparianhabitatinthelowergreenway
betweenLacamasCreekandtheColumbiaRiverandupstreamofHathawayParkforhabitatandpark
improvements.Acquirewaterfrontpropertyonthemainriverforfishing,picnickingandwateraccess.

LittleWashougalRiverSubarea:PreserveandrestorehighͲqualitysalmonhabitat.Preservehighvalue
riparianandforesteduplandareasalongthenetworkofsmallstreams.

WhippleCreekSubarea:Acquireriparianareasthatalsosupportintactmixedmatureforestsand
uplandhabitat.Assemblesufficientlandtosupportmultiplehabitatfunctions(breeding,nesting,
sacnctuary)alongPackardCreekandotherareas.ExpandexistingconservationlandsatWhippleCreek
RegionalPark,WhippleCreekHollowandbetweenPackardCreekandtheVancouverLakeLowlands.
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