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EEEEXECUTIVE XECUTIVE XECUTIVE XECUTIVE SSSSUMMARYUMMARYUMMARYUMMARY    
 
The Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space Plan update, initiated in the fall of 2005, 
establishes a community-supported road map 
for the provision of high quality parks, trails, 
recreation facilities, and open spaces 
throughout Vancouver and Clark County.  
The comprehensive plan identifies current 
and future recreation needs within the 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department (VCPRD) service area.  It 
establishes goals, objectives, standards, and 
guidelines to improve parks, trails, recreation 
facilities, and open spaces.  In addition, the 
plan develops a financing strategy for the 
implementation of capital and non-capital 
projects that will provide the most benefit to 

the community.  The result will be an 
accessible, community-oriented park system 
that meets resident needs for the next 20 
years.   
 
Updating the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, 
and Open Space Plan will allow VCPRD, Clark 
County, and the City of Vancouver to: 

• Ensure the plan accurately reflects the 
needs, desires, and priorities of the 
community;  

• Remain current with changing social, 
economic, and environmental conditions; 

• Meet the requirements of the Washington 
State Growth Management Act; and 

• Remain eligible for grants through the 
Washington State Interagency Committee 
for Outdoor Recreation (IAC). 

 

OOOOUR UR UR UR GGGGUIDING UIDING UIDING UIDING PPPPRINCIPLESRINCIPLESRINCIPLESRINCIPLES::::    TTTTHE HE HE HE 

FFFFOUNDATION FOR OUNDATION FOR OUNDATION FOR OUNDATION FOR VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD    

SSSSERVICESERVICESERVICESERVICES    
 
Guiding principles are the overarching ideals 
that govern the provision of parks, recreation 
services, and open space by the Vancouver-
Clark Parks and Recreation Department.  
These principles provide the foundation for 
the vision, goals, and objectives included in 
the comprehensive plan.  The Department’s 
guiding principles include the following: 

• Recreation Opportunities: The VCPRD strives 
to provide the highest quality parks, trails, 
open space, and recreation facilities and 
aims to make all parks, facilities, and 
programs geographically, physically, 
socially, and economically accessible.  The 
VCPRD will work to hire exceptional 
staff, meet expectations, and serve as a 
leader in the provision of park and 
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recreation opportunities on local, state, 
and national levels.   

• Green Infrastructure: The VCPRD will build 
and maintain a more environmentally 
sustainable parks, recreation, and open 
space infrastructure.  With an eye to the 
future, the Department will foster 
community stewardship, implement 
environmentally sensitive design, 
construction, and maintenance practices, 
and create a system of parks and open 
space that will enrich the community for 
years to come. 

• Community Health: The VCPRD will help 
build a livable community that includes 
diverse opportunities for improving health 
and wellness.  The Department will 
support active lifestyles by providing safe, 
accessible parks, facilities, and programs 
that foster physical activity, mental 
challenges, and social engagement. 

• Economic Development: The Department 
recognizes the role of parks, trails, 
recreation services, and open space in 
improving the community’s image as an 
attractive place to live and work.  VCPRD 
will continue to work with the City of 
Vancouver and Clark County to develop 
parks and recreation a component of a 
vibrant and economically sustainable 
community.   

• Connectivity: The VCPRD will develop an 
interconnected system of parks and open 
space, acquiring missing links and 
contiguous parcels to provide maximum 
wildlife, recreation, and transportation 
benefits. 

  

 

OOOOUR UR UR UR VVVVISION AND ISION AND ISION AND ISION AND MMMMISSIONISSIONISSIONISSION::::    
WWWWHAT HAT HAT HAT WWWWE E E E DDDDOOOO    
 
Residents of Vancouver and Clark County 
recognize the many benefits provided by 
parks, trails, open space, and recreation 
programs.  Parks and recreation facilities help 
to protect fragile ecosystems, build stronger 
communities, and foster healthier lifestyles.  
The VCPRD plays a critical role in providing 
these benefits, in accordance with the 
following vision: 
 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation will help build 
a healthy community, protect the natural environment, 
and support a high quality of life for all residents. 

 
We will achieve this vision by following our 
mission, to meet community needs by providing an 
interconnected system of parks, trails, recreation 
facilities, and natural areas that support 
environmental stewardship and diverse recreational 
programs and opportunities.  Together, this vision 
and mission will guide us in creating a premier 
park system that improves the quality of life in 
our community. 
 

OOOOUR UR UR UR PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK SSSSYSTEMYSTEMYSTEMYSTEM::::    PPPPLACES LACES LACES LACES TTTTHAHAHAHAT T T T 

CCCCONNECT ONNECT ONNECT ONNECT UUUUS S S S     
 
A successful park system provides a variety of 
recreation opportunities throughout the 
community that encourage residents to lead 
active, healthy lifestyles.  The ideal park 
system for Vancouver-Clark County includes 
diverse park and open space areas with 
amenities and facilities that support the park 
and recreation experiences desired by the 
community.  This system will help protect 
community resources, preserve our historic 
and cultural heritage, and reflect the changing 
needs of our community. 
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VCPRD’S goal of providing a balanced, 
comprehensive, and interconnected park, trail, 
and open space system is the foundation of 
this plan.  This comprehensive plan envisions 
a network of parks, recreation facilities, and 
open spaces that are connected via trails, 
transit, bikeways, transportation routes, and 
wildlife corridors.  When implemented, this 
integrated system will link all parts of the 
VCPRD planning area and provide a wider 
variety of recreation opportunities to all Clark 
County residents. 
 
This balanced system will ensure that all 
residents within the Urban Growth Area are 
served by accessible neighborhood parks and 
community parks.  Additional recreation 
opportunities will be provided throughout the 
County in natural areas and open space, 
regional parks, trails and greenways, and 
special use areas.  These diverse parks will 
support a variety of amenities and facilities, 
such as sports fields, gymnasiums, off-leash 
areas, and skate parks, and provide valuable 
educational and recreational opportunities. 
 

OOOOUR UR UR UR GGGGOALS AND OALS AND OALS AND OALS AND OOOOBJECTIVESBJECTIVESBJECTIVESBJECTIVES::::    
WWWWHAT HAT HAT HAT WWWWE E E E WWWWANT ANT ANT ANT TTTTO O O O AAAACHIEVECHIEVECHIEVECHIEVE    
 
This comprehensive plan includes goals and 
objectives designed to enhance our parks, 
recreation facilities, and open space areas.  
Goals and objectives were based on public 
involvement and technical analysis, and 
include: 

• Provide a balanced, comprehensive, and 
interconnected park, trail, and open space 
system. 

• Provide diverse recreational opportunities 
for all residents. 

• Be effective stewards of the land. 

• Preserve our historic and cultural heritage. 

• Maintain and enhance existing parks and 
recreation facilities. 

• Create a dynamic and effective 
organization. 

• Acquire adequate funding to meet needs. 

• Build strong partnerships. 

• Reflect the community we serve. 
 
By implementing these goals and objectives, 
VCPRD can develop the most suitable park 
system for our community.  Developing the 
recommended park system for Vancouver-
Clark County will involve: 

• Acquiring new park sites: This plan 
recommends the acquisition of 28 
neighborhood parks, eight community 
parks, seven regional parks, more than 30 
parcels for trail corridors, 21 open space 
areas/greenways, 11 conservation areas,  
three sites for rural sport field 
development, and two sites for new 
community centers.  Of these, 
underserved areas, areas of anticipated 
population growth, and sites that contain 
unique characteristics or increase 
connectivity were considered high 
priorities for acquisition.   

� Developing needed facilities: Along with new 
parks to be developed in underserved and 
growing areas, this plan recommends that 
VCPRD focus on developing several 
older, undeveloped and minimally 
developed sites in established 
neighborhoods.  Urban and rural sport 
field development is proposed, and new 
facilities are recommended to meet plan 
guidelines for community centers, 
gymnasiums, off leash areas, pools, skate 
parks, and trails. 
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• Maintaining and renovating existing resources: 
Projects that upgrade and revitalize parks 
and facilities will protect existing 
investments, enhance public safety and 
accessibility, maximize maintenance cost 
efficiency, support recreation activities, 
and reduce environmental impacts.  
Located throughout the system, 
renovations recommended in this plan 
include ADA accessibility improvements 
and facility upgrades.  In addition, this 
plan proposes the development and 
implementation of maintenance standards 
and an integrated pest management plan. 

• Improving connectivity:  The plan includes 
recommendations that support the 
development of an accessible trails system 
which promotes connectivity between 
parks, recreation facilities, schools, 
employment centers, and other 
community destinations.  Priority was 
given to trail projects that are included in 
the Regional Trail and Bikeway Systems Plan 
(2006) or that help complete trail 
segments, improve pedestrian and bike 
safety, or enhance alternative 
transportation choices.   

 

CCCCAPITAL APITAL APITAL APITAL FFFFACILITIES ACILITIES ACILITIES ACILITIES PPPPLANLANLANLAN::::        
BBBBUILDING THE FUTUREUILDING THE FUTUREUILDING THE FUTUREUILDING THE FUTURE    
 
The goals and objectives recommended in the 
comprehensive plan suggest numerous capital 
and non-capital projects.  The anticipated cost 
for implementing all improvements would far 
exceed the Department’s available funds, so 
these projects were prioritized.  High-priority 
projects were incorporated into a six-year 
Capital Facilities Plan, and lower priority 
projects are presented in a 20-year capital 
projects list.  The actual timeline for 

implementation will depend on securing 
community support and necessary funding. 
 
Planned projects in the six-year Capital 
Facilities Plan by jurisdiction include: 

• City of Vancouver – 131 projects, 
including urban park, trail, and facility 
acquisition and development, major 
repairs, and natural area acquisitions, 
estimated at nearly $70 million 

• Urban-Unincorporated Areas – 93 
projects including park, trail, and facility 
acquisition and development, major 
repairs, and natural area acquisitions, 
estimated at over $112 million 

• Clark County Regional System – 57 
projects, including regional park, trail, and 
special facility acquisition and 
development, major repairs, and 
conservation area acquisitions, estimated 
at nearly $49 million 

Together, the estimated costs for all projects 
in the six-year Capital Facilities Plan total 
approximately $231 million. 
 
The financing strategy for implementing these 
projects involves a variety of funding 
mechanisms, including revenue from park 
impact fees, real estate excise taxes, 
Conservation Futures, Park District revenues, 
a general obligation bond, grants, and 
donations.  Together, all sources of revenue 
total approximately $133 million, leaving an 
estimated shortfall of approximately $97 
million. 
 
Options for meeting the projected funding 
shortfall include:  

• Expanding or updating existing revenue 
sources, such as impact fees;  
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• Maximizing available revenues by taking 
greater advantage of public and private 
partnerships, grants, donations; and  

• Exploring new revenue sources, such as 
additional impact and user fees, matching 
fund programs, sponsorship and 
enterprise programs, and bonds. 

 

MMMMAINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE &&&&    OOOOPERATIONSPERATIONSPERATIONSPERATIONS::::    
PPPPROTECTING ROTECTING ROTECTING ROTECTING OOOOUR UR UR UR RRRRESOURCESESOURCESESOURCESESOURCES    
 
When completed, the projects included in the 
comprehensive plan CFP will increase total 
maintenance costs for the VCPRD system by 
a significant margin.  High priority projects in 
the comprehensive plan alone will add almost 
$9 million annually to projected maintenance 
costs for the City of Vancouver and Clark 
County.  In order to offset these estimated 
costs, various funding sources are explored in 
this plan, including intergovernmental 
revenue, user fees, and additional general fund 
allocations.    
 

IIIIMPLEMENTATION MPLEMENTATION MPLEMENTATION MPLEMENTATION SSSSTRATEGIESTRATEGIESTRATEGIESTRATEGIES::::    
GGGGETTING ETTING ETTING ETTING IIIIT T T T DDDDONEONEONEONE 
 
The comprehensive plan contains a long list 
of objectives designed to allow the VCPRD to 
provide a premier park, recreation, and open 
space system.  This list includes several key 
actions that the VCPRD should pursue in the  

immediate future.  These key strategies 
include planning, acquiring, and developing 
parks, facilities, and trails; establishing 
partnerships; building a volunteer base;  
developing funding mechanisms; improving 
maintenance and operations; designing for 
universal accessibility; enhancing 
communications and marketing; and 
improving organizational processes.   
 

CCCCOMPREHENSIVE OMPREHENSIVE OMPREHENSIVE OMPREHENSIVE PPPPLANNINGLANNINGLANNINGLANNING::::        
WWWWORKING ORKING ORKING ORKING TTTTOGETHER FOR THE OGETHER FOR THE OGETHER FOR THE OGETHER FOR THE 

FFFFUTUREUTUREUTUREUTURE    
 
In the past, City and County park and 
recreation operations have been directed by 
several planning documents.  This is the first 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space Plan to cover both jurisdictions in their 
entirety, under the consolidated Vancouver-
Clark Parks and Recreation Department.   
 
As the first of its kind, the comprehensive 
plan presents a unique opportunity for the 
City of Vancouver and Clark County to merge 
their resources into one unified park and 
recreation system.  This plan ensures that this 
jurisdictional and community collaboration 
will continue with a united effort to acquire, 
develop, and maintain parks, recreation 
facilities, trails, and open space for the benefit 
of the entire community.
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1111....        IIIINTRODUCTIONNTRODUCTIONNTRODUCTIONNTRODUCTION    
    
The City of Vancouver and Clark County, 
Washington, have a strong legacy of parks, 
recreation, and open space, dating back to the 
dedication of Esther Short Park in downtown 
Vancouver in 1853.  Since then, the 
community’s parks and recreation resources 
have grown dramatically, a Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Commission has formed, 
and the City and County have merged parks 
administration to create one consolidated 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department (VCPRD).  The Department 
serves a community with diverse recreational 
interests and a strong environmental ethic.   

Residents of the VCPRD planning area clearly 
value active preservation, active recreation, 
and community development through parks, 
recreation, and open space.  Today, the 
VCPRD serves the community with over 
7,400 acres of parkland at 239 sites.   
 
In the past, City and County park and 
recreation operations have been directed by 
several planning documents.  Clark County 
adopted its first comprehensive parks and 
recreation plan in 1965, followed by updates 
in 1975, 1981, 1987, 1993, and 2000.  The City 
of Vancouver began its comprehensive park 
and recreation planning effort in the 1950s, 
with the most recent plan update in 2002.  
This is the first comprehensive parks, 
recreation, and open space plan to cover both 
jurisdictions in their entirety, under the 
consolidated Vancouver-Clark Parks and 
Recreation Department.  As the first of its 
kind, the consolidated comprehensive plan 
presents a unique opportunity for the City of 
Vancouver and Clark County to merge their 
resources into one unified park and recreation 
system that makes the region a better place to 
live, work, and play. 

 

AAAAPPROACHPPROACHPPROACHPPROACH    
 
Initiated in the fall of 2005, this 
comprehensive plan establishes a road map 
for providing high quality, community-driven 
parks, trails, open space, and recreation 
facilities throughout Vancouver and greater 
Clark County.  The purpose of the plan is to: 

• Identify current and future recreation 
needs within the Vancouver-Clark 
planning area through public involvement 
and technical analysis; 
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• Update goals, objectives, and standards 
for parks, trails, recreation, and open 
space;  

• Establish priorities for the acquisition and 
development of parks, open space, and 
recreation facilities and incorporate these 
priorities into the City’s and County’s 
capital facilities programs; 

• Propose strategies and actions for 
improving parks, open space, and 
recreation facilities; 

• Provide a financing strategy for the 
implementation of the capital and non-
capital projects that will most benefit the 
community; and   

• Provide the framework from which the 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Commission, City Council, and the Board 
of County Commissioners can establish 
specific policies for the department. 

The result will be an accessible, community-
oriented park and recreation system that will 
meet residents’ needs for the next 20 years. 
 
The plan draws from and builds on previous 
planning work for the park, recreation, trail, 
and open space system, including:  

• 2006 Regional Trails and Bikeways System 
Plan 

• 2005 City of Vancouver Canopy Report 

• 2004 ED Hovee Sports Field Needs 
Assessment 

• 2003-06 Vancouver Urban Forestry Work 
Plan 

• 2003 Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan 

• 2002 Vancouver Urban Comprehensive Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Plan 

• 2000 Clark County Regional Comprehensive 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan 

• 2003 City of Vancouver Comprehensive Plan 

• 2004 Clark County Comprehensive Plan 

• 2000 Vancouver Recreation Program and Cost 
Recovery Plan 

• 1999 Vancouver-Clark Facilities and Services 
Strategic Plan 

• 1998 Clark County Sports Fields Master Plan 

• 1992 Clark County Open Space Commission 
Report 

 
This plan is the third update that has occurred 
under the framework of the 1990 Washington 
State Growth Management Act (GMA).  The 
need for coordinated planning and for park 
and recreation services and facilities are 
addressed in the legislative findings and within 
the 13 primary planning goals of the GMA.  
The GMA also requires cities and counties to 
update their comprehensive land use plans 
and development regulations at least every 
five years to ensure compliance with state 
statutes. 
 
Updating the comprehensive plan will allow 
VCPRD, Clark County, and the City of 
Vancouver to: 

• Ensure the plan accurately reflects the 
needs, desires, and priorities of the 
community;  

• Remain current with changing social, 
economic, and environmental conditions; 

• Meet the requirements of the Washington 
State Growth Management Act; and 

• Remain eligible for grants through the 
Washington State Interagency Committee 
for Outdoor Recreation (IAC). 
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Clark County 

City of Vancouver 

UUA: 
Urban  
Unincorporated 
Area 

Figure 1: VCPRD Planning Area 

PPPPLANNING LANNING LANNING LANNING AAAAREA REA REA REA DDDDESCRIPTIONESCRIPTIONESCRIPTIONESCRIPTION    
 
LOCATION 
Clark County lies in southwest Washington, 
70 miles east of the Pacific Ocean, just north 
of the State of Oregon.  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 Cascade 
Mountains.   
 
The County includes 627 square miles of land 
and over 41 miles of Columbia River 
waterfront.  Urban development is focused in 
the southern part of the County and along the 
Interstate 5 corridor.  Cities in this area 
include Vancouver, the County’s largest city, 
and Camas, Washougal, La Center, Ridgefield, 
Battle Ground, and Yacolt.   
 
Most new development in Clark County is 
expected to occur inside the City of 
Vancouver’s Urban Growth Area (UGA).  To 
facilitate planning, the City and County jointly 
divided the UGA into ten separate park 
districts in the early 1990s.  Three of these 
districts fall completely within the City limits, 
four fall completely outside the City limits in 
the unincorporated area, and three cross 
jurisdictional boundaries.  These park districts 
provide the planning framework for Park 
Impact Fee (PIF) assessments, and they are 
sometimes referred to as PIF Districts.  Figure 
1 shows the boundaries of Clark County, the 
City of Vancouver, and the Urban 
Unincorporated Area. 
 

PHYSICAL SETTING 
Clark County boasts a wide variety of 
vegetation and habitat, ranging from pasture 
and croplands to wetland and riparian 
vegetations.  The County’s alluvial floodplain 
contains mostly marshes and hardwoods,  

 
while the upland produces substantial tree 
stands of 20 to 30 acres or more.  These 
abundant forests, composed primarily of 
Douglas Fir, red cedar, hemlock, maple, and 
alder, grow on top of the volcanic rock, glacial 
drift, and the shallow soils of the Cascade 
foothills.   
 
Clark County is characterized by a climate 
typical of the Pacific Northwest, with wet, 
mild winters and dry, warm summers.  The 
Coastal and Cascade Mountain ranges help to 
create Clark County’s 38 inches of annual 
rainfall.  While most of the County’s 
precipitation comes in the form of rain, the 
area does receive an average of 6 inches of 
snow annually on the western plains and over 
22 inches in the northeastern part of the 
County. 
 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
The 2006 population of the VCPRD planning 
area is 409,292, almost double that of 20 years 
ago.  Historically, Clark County has grown 
approximately 3% annually.  In the  
period since the last U.S.  Census (2000), it 
has grown by over 13%.  Although evidence 

Vancouver UGA 
Boundary 
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of rapid growth can be found throughout the 
planning area, the greatest increases are 
occurring in and around the County’s most 
urban areas: Vancouver, Camas, Washougal, 
and Battle Ground.  Over the next 20 years, 
the community will likely continue grow 
(Figure 2).  According to population 
projections for the County, the 2025 
population is estimated at 595,603 residents, a 
52% increase over the current population.  
Much of this growth will spill into areas 
beyond the current Vancouver Urban Growth 
Area (UGA).   
   

Ethnicity 
For the past several decades, Clark County’s 
steady growth has been coupled with an 
increase in cultural diversity.  While the 2000 
U.S.  Census indicated that the majority 
(88.8%) of Clark County residents were white, 
the percentages of African-American, Asian- 
American, and Hispanic residents were also 
significant.  In 2000, almost 5% of the 
Vancouver-Clark population reported 
Hispanic origin, and another 3.6% reported 
Asian or Pacific Island heritage.   This is a 

significant change from 1970, when no non-
white group comprised over 0.4% of the 
community’s total population.   
 
Clark County’s increasing diversity is partly 
the product of immigration.  In 2000, 
approximately 8% of Clark County residents 
were foreign-born.  Of these, 39% were of  
European origin, 30.5% were Asian, and 
20.0% were from Latin America.   
 

Language 
Due to the number of foreign-born residents, 
a variety of languages are spoken in Clark 
County.  In 2000, a higher percentage of 
Vancouver residents than in the state as a 
whole were non-native English speakers.  
Both Clark County and the City of Vancouver 
exceeded the state overall in terms of the 
percentage of residents speaking Indo-
European languages other than Spanish.   
 

Age and Gender 
Age statistics in Clark County suggest that a 
high proportion of families with children 
reside in the community.  In 2005, the greatest 
proportions of Clark County residents were 
between the ages of 10 – 14 and 40 – 49, and 
together these age groups comprised 
approximately 24% of the community’s total 
population.  The median age for the County 
in 2005 was 34.86.   

 
Employment 
With excellent access to both the Columbia 
River and I-5 corridor, Clark County attracts 
employers from a variety of manufacturing 
industries, ranging from pulp and paper 
products to food production.  In addition, 
health care, government, and professional and 
technical services were key employers in the 
planning area in 2002.  In 2003, the County’s 
largest employers included the Vancouver 
School District, Evergreen School District, 
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Hewlett-Packard, the Southwest Washington 
Medical Center, and Clark County.  Each of 
these institutions employed over 1,500 people 
at that time.   
 

Income 
The County’s median income reflects a mix of 
high and low income workers within the 
region.  In 1999, the median income for the 
County as a whole was $48,376.  By 2004, that 
median had risen to $51,752.  In both years, 
the Clark County median was just above that 
of the State of Washington.  However, 
poverty rates for the planning area are also 
significant.  In 2000, 9% of County residents 
lived in poverty.   
 

AREA HISTORY 
Native American settlements existed along the 
Columbia River in the vicinity of present day 
Vancouver as early as 10,000 to 15,000 years 
ago.  By the early 19th century, Native 
Americans had been joined by explorers from 
the east, most notably Captains Meriwether 
Lewis and William Clark.  Lewis and Clark, 
who led the famous exploration of the 
American West, spent nine days camping in 
what is now Clark County in the spring of 
1806. 
 
In 1825, the Hudson's Bay Company 
established a trading post and their regional 
headquarters at Fort Vancouver.  The Fort  
offered a variety of supplies, and throughout 
subsequent decades it supported thousands of 
settlers traveling the Oregon Trail.  Many of 
these travelers ended their journey there, and 
in short time, the City of Vancouver was 
born.   
 
While laying out the City of Vancouver in 
1853, Amos Short included a town square.  
Later known as Esther Short Park, it became 
the center of social activities, including Fourth 

of July celebrations and community 
gatherings.  Vancouver was eventually 
incorporated on January 23, 1857. 
 
In the latter half of the 19th century, 
Vancouver sawmills produced thousands of 
railroad ties, contributing to the completion of 
the Spokane, Portland, and Seattle Railway in 
1908.  The railroad drew both residents and 
businesses and quickly brought prosperity to 
Vancouver.  This prosperity continued into 
the early 20th century as the County’s timber 
and farming industries expanded. 
 
In response to this rapid growth, the Greater 
Vancouver Recreation Commission was 
formed in 1942.  At the same time, the 
Vancouver Housing Authority was successful 
in securing funds to build and operate 
recreation facilities.  In a short time, seven 
recreation centers were operating 24 hours a 
day. 
 
World War II brought a period of 
unprecedented development to Clark County, 
as thousands of laborers moved to the area to 
work at the Kaiser Shipyards.  In the three 
years between 1941 and 1944, Clark County's 
population quintupled in size.  The 
construction of Interstate 5 helped to foster 
continued growth.   
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Following World War II, population declined 
and federal funding for programs and facilities 
decreased.  Many of the Vancouver Housing 
Authority’s recreation facilities were deeded to 
the City and the Vancouver School District, 
which continued to offer recreation programs 
at a reduced scale. 
 
In 1951, the City of Vancouver chartered the 
Parks and Recreation Commission as the 
official advisory body for parks and recreation 
services.  Following a study initiated in 1953, 
the Commission recommended that a 
department of parks and recreation be 
formed.  The Vancouver Parks and 
Recreation Department was subsequently 
created by ordinance on March 22, 1955.  A 
budget was allocated and the first director 
appointed in 1956 to oversee a park system 
that had grown to about 100 acres. 
 
Separately, in 1960, Clark County formalized 
its parks program by appointing the Clark 
County Parks and Recreation Board.  This 
board oversaw the County’s regional park 
system, which dates back to 1936/37 when 
Lewisville Park and Camp Julianna were 
acquired.  Later, in 1972, an administrative 
director was hired to manage the County’s 
park system. 
 
In the early 1960s a number of neighborhood 
parks and greenways were created and 
donated to the City by the Vancouver 
Housing Authority.  David Douglas Park and 
Marine Park were also purchased, more than 
doubling the acreage of Vancouver's 
recreation areas.  In 1965, the citizens of 
Vancouver passed a bond issue to replace the 
aging Memorial Center pool.  The Marshall 
Recreation Center and indoor swimming pool 
was completed in 1966, welcoming over 
200,000 users its first year. 

 
The County’s parks system also grew during 
the 1960s, primarily through land trades and 
donations.  Most were community- or 
regional-sized parks, including Hazel Dell, 
Wintler, Siouxon, Daybreak, Whipple Creek, 
and a portion of Moulton Falls parks. 
 
A significant addition to the Vancouver’s 
recreation system came in the mid-1970s with 
the construction of a City tennis and 
racquetball facility.  In 1979 the City of 
Vancouver and Clark County joined to fund 
the addition of the Luepke Senior Center to 
Marshall Community Center.   
 
For the County, the 1970s marked a period of 
significant regional park acquisition and 
development, fueled by state and federal 
grants.  In the Vancouver urban area, the 
Builder’s Program secured sites for future 
neighborhood parks.  In 1985, a Conservation 
Futures program was adopted for open space 
acquisition.  Urban park impact fees for 
neighborhood and community park 
acquisition were adopted in 1990. 
 
A boost to City park funding came in 1980 in 
the form of a citizen-approved $490,000 bond 
for park development.  With the addition of 
grant funds, over $1 million in park 
improvements were completed at Leverich, 
Waterfront, Marine, Central and Esther Short 
parks.  Other park projects completed during 
the 1980s included Old Fort Vancouver 
Apple Tree Park and Waterworks Park.   
 
During the 1990s, Vancouver embarked on an 
ambitious effort to create recreational access 
along a 12-mile stretch of the Columbia River.  
Known as the Columbia River Renaissance 
Project, this effort has already established a 
four and three-quarter mile pedestrian and 
bicycle trail along the waterfront in 
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Vancouver, between downtown and Wintler 
Park. 
 
In 1995-96, the City of Vancouver and Clark 
County, with the support of the Clark County 
Home Builders Association, Association of 
Realtors, and Greater Vancouver Chamber of 
Commerce, adopted a joint parks plan for the 
Vancouver urban area.  Park impact fees were 
adopted for acquisition and development of 
community and neighborhood parks, and for 
the acquisition of urban open space, both 
inside the City and in the unincorporated 
urban area.  For those park development 
deficits that could not be addressed by impact 
fees, the County and City adopted and 
dedicated a one-quarter percent real estate 
excise tax to urban parks for six years.  Under 
these funding programs, over 65 park sites 
have been acquired and 16 community and 
neighborhood parks have been developed.   
 
In 2004, the residents of the urban-
unincorporated area of Clark County 
approved the creation of the Greater Clark 
Parks District, a metropolitan park district 
that will fund maintenance of 35 soon-to-be- 
developed neighborhood and community 
parks and five trails. 
 

PPPPLANNING LANNING LANNING LANNING PPPPROCESSROCESSROCESSROCESS    
 
The planning process for the Comprehensive 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan 
considered the unique historical, 
demographic, and physical characteristics of 
Vancouver and Clark County, along with the 
recreation needs of the residents who live in 
the area.  The planning process included four 
phases: 
 
 
 

PHASE I:  RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION   
Phase I documented current conditions within 
the planning area.  An inventory of existing 
parks, recreation facilities, and open space 
comprised a significant component of Phase 
I.  Phase I also included an analysis of the 
Department’s inventory, the mapping of 
resources, and introductory meetings with the 
staff and Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Commission to identify key issues for the 
plan.   

 
PHASE II: COMMUNITY NEEDS 

ASSESSMENT 
Phase II involved significant outreach to the 
community through a series of public 
involvement efforts, including a community 
survey, stakeholder interviews, focus groups, 
and community meetings.  Key findings from 
this outreach and a copy of the Community 
Survey appear in Appendix A.  Appendix B 
includes examples of publicly-distributed 
materials.  Through these forums, community 
members identified park and recreation issues, 
priorities, and future needs.  Along with an 
analysis of parks, open space, and recreation 
facilities, key public involvement findings 
were incorporated into the Community Needs 
Assessment.  A future vision and set of goals 
were defined for the Department based on 
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this understanding of community needs and 
priorities. 
 

PHASE III: STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT 
Based on the findings of the Community 
Needs Assessment, a set of strategies and 
objectives were developed to help realize the 
community’s vision for parks, open space, and 
recreation.  This blueprint for park and 
recreation improvements was accompanied by 
a capital facilities and financing plan, which 
identified costs and potential funding sources 
for proposed park and recreation projects.   
 

PHASE IV: PLAN ADOPTION 
In Phase IV, all products from the plan 
development activities were compiled into a 
draft Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Plan, which will be 
presented to and reviewed by the public, 
VCPRD staff, and Advisory Commission 
members.  When implemented, the final 
document will guide parks and recreation 
service delivery in the planning area for the 
next 20 years. 
 
 

RRRREPORT EPORT EPORT EPORT OOOORGANIZATIONRGANIZATIONRGANIZATIONRGANIZATION    
 
This report is organized into six chapters and 
eleven appendices: 

• Chapter One: Introduction describes the plan 
approach, provides a description of the 
planning area’s physical, historical, and 
demographic characteristics, and details 
the planning process and the organization 
of this report.   

• Chapter Two: Planning Framework explains 
the core values of the Vancouver-Clark 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space Plan as well as the guiding vision and 
mission.   

• Chapter Three: Classifications & Standards 
details the park and facility classifications 
and standards recommended by the plan. 

• Chapter Four: Parks and Recreation Facility 
Needs Analysis evaluates the current 
inventory and identifies present and future 
needs for additional parks, open space, 
and recreation facilities within the 
VCPRD planning area.   

• Chapter Five: Goals & Objectives presents 
specific steps that the Department will 
take to achieve its vision for 2025.   

• Chapter Six: Implementation describes capital 
and non-capital projects that will be 
initiated within the first six years of plan 
implementation.  Financing sources, 
potential partnerships, and projected 
maintenance and staffing implications are 
identified. 

 
Appendices include: 

• Appendix A: Public Involvement and Survey 
Results includes results from all of the 
public involvement activities completed as 
part of the planning process, including the 
community survey, focus groups, 
stakeholder interviews, and community 
meetings. 

• Appendix B: Supporting Materials includes 
the informational materials used for the 
public involvement activities conducted as 
part of the plan.   

• Appendix C: Park, Recreation Facility, and 
Open Space Inventory contains a complete 
inventory of parks, open space, and 
recreation facilities within the VCPRD 
planning area. 

• Appendix D: Existing Park, Recreation 
Facility, and Open Space Maps includes maps 
showing the locations of existing park and 
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recreation resources in the VCPRD 
planning area. 

• Appendix E: Open Space and Habitat 
contains lists of priority habitats and 
species in the VCPRD planning area.  It 
also includes priority habitat maps and 
guidelines for providing recreation in 
critical habitat areas. 

• Appendix F: Relevant Policies includes a list 
of potential Department policies that 
relate to the comprehensive plan 
objectives. 

• Appendix G: Capital Facilities Plan includes 
a detailed list of projects, along with their 
estimated costs, to be implemented in the 
next 20 years. 

• Appendix H: Proposed Park, Recreation 
Facility, and Open Space Maps contains maps 
showing proposed park, recreation, and 

open space projects as listed on the 6-year 
and 20-year CFPs.   

• Appendix I: Funding Programs includes a list 
of potential grant funding sources. 

• Appendix J: Park Impact Fee Program & Rate 
Calculation  includes a preliminary Park 
Impact Fee (PIF) update.      

• Appendix K: Existing Partnerships details a 
number of existing relationships between 
VCPRD and public and private partners.    

• Appendix L: Evidence of Adoption includes 
the County and City ordinances passed to 
adopt the Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan.      
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2222....        PPPPLANNING LANNING LANNING LANNING FFFFRAMEWORKRAMEWORKRAMEWORKRAMEWORK    
 
The Department’s values and the 
community’s aspirations are the guiding forces 
for the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Plan.  Through a series of 
meetings with the Parks Advisory 
Commission and Department staff, these 
values and aspirations were integrated into a 
comprehensive plan framework.   The 
framework includes the Department’s core 
values, vision, mission, and goals, which are 
described in detail in this chapter.   

 
The four key elements of the framework are 
interrelated (Figure 3).  Core values are the 
fundamental principles of the Vancouver-
Clark Parks and Recreation Department.  
These core values provide the basis for the 
Department’s vision.  The values and vision  
 

also set the direction for the Department 
mission and goals, which express how the 
VCPRD will provide parks, open space, and 
recreation facilities for the next 20 years.   
 

BBBBENEFITS OF ENEFITS OF ENEFITS OF ENEFITS OF PPPPARKS ANDARKS ANDARKS ANDARKS AND    

RRRRECREATIONECREATIONECREATIONECREATION    
 
One way to express the importance of local 
park and recreation services is to highlight the 
individual and community benefits they 
provide.  Rather than measuring the number 
of parks and facilities or calculating their 
service capacity, this approach identifies the 
benefits of providing or participating in 
recreation opportunities on four levels: 
personal, social, economic, environmental.  
Known as the benefits movement, this 
strategy has gained popularity as a method for 
evaluating, measuring, promoting, and 
marketing park and recreation services since 
its inception in 1991.  Clark County first used 
the benefits concept in its 1994 
comprehensive parks plan.    
 

PERSONAL BENEFITS 
A park, recreation, and open space system 
provides the basis for cultivating personal 
benefits such as physical fitness and health, 
stress reduction, positive self-image, 
opportunities for personal growth, and a 
better quality of life. 
 

SOCIAL BENEFITS 
A park, recreation, and open space system 
provides opportunities for social benefits such 
as leadership development, community 
involvement and pride, ethnic and cultural 
harmony, stronger families, and opportunities 
for disabled and disadvantaged individuals. 
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MMMMISSIONISSIONISSIONISSION    
 

Meeting community needs by providing an interconnected system of parks, 
trails, recreation facilities, and natural areas that support environmental  

stewardship and diverse recreational programs and opportunities.  
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Figure 3: VCPRD Planning Framework 

 

Create a 
dynamic & 

effective 
organization 

 

Acquire 
adequate 
funding 

 

Build  
strong 

partnerships 

 

Reflect the 
community  
we serve 

GGGGUIDING UIDING UIDING UIDING PPPPRINCIPLESRINCIPLESRINCIPLESRINCIPLES    

RecreationalRecreationalRecreationalRecreational    
OpportunitiesOpportunitiesOpportunitiesOpportunities    

GreenGreenGreenGreen    
InfrastructureInfrastructureInfrastructureInfrastructure    

CommunityCommunityCommunityCommunity    
HealthHealthHealthHealth    

EconomicEconomicEconomicEconomic    
DevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopment    

CCCConnectivityonnectivityonnectivityonnectivity    

GGGGOALSOALSOALSOALS    

VVVVISIONISIONISIONISION    
 

Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation will help build a 
healthy community, protect the natural environment, 

and support a high quality of life for all residents. 
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ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
Park, recreation, and open space opportunities 
provide economic benefits such as 
preventative health care, productive 
workforce, business relocation and expansion, 
reduced vandalism and crime, tourism, and 
investment in environmental protection.   
 

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 
Park, recreation, and open space opportunities 
provide environmental benefits such as 
greater environmental health, wildlife and 
resource protection and rehabilitation, and 
insurance for an improved environmental 
future.   
 

GGGGUIDING UIDING UIDING UIDING PPPPRINCIPLESRINCIPLESRINCIPLESRINCIPLES    
 
Guiding principles are the overarching ideals 
that guide service delivery for the Vancouver-
Clark Parks and Recreation Department.  
These principles are the foundation for the 
vision, goals, and objectives included in the 
comprehensive plan.  The Department’s 
guiding principles include the following: 
 

RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
The VCPRD strives to provide the highest 
quality parks, open space, and recreation 
facilities and aims to make all parks, facilities, 
and programs geographically, physically, 
socially, and economically accessible.  The 
VCPRD will work to hire exceptional staff, 
exceed standards, and serve as a leader in 
parks and recreation on local, state, and 
national levels.   

    

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
The VCPRD will build and maintain a more 
environmentally sustainable parks, recreation, 
and open space ecosystem infrastructure.  The 
concept of green infrastructure elevates air, 

land, and water to an equal footing with built 
infrastructure and transforms open space 
from a nicety to a necessity.  Green 
infrastructure provides important ecological 
and social functions that translate into direct 
cost savings to local government and indirect 
stimulation of the local economy.  With an 
eye to the future, the Department will foster 
community stewardship; implement 
environmentally sensitive design, 
construction, and maintenance practices; and 
create a system of parks, open space, and 
important wildlife habitat that will enrich the 
community for years to come.  The 
Department acknowledges future generations 
have a right to a healthy ecosystem and that 
the present generation has an ethical 
responsibility to be stewards of the 
community’s resources for the future. 
 

COMMUNITY HEALTH 
The VCPRD will help build a livable 
community that includes diverse opportunities 
for improving health and wellness.  The 
Department will support active lifestyles by 
providing safe, accessible parks, facilities, and 
programs that foster physical activity, mental 
challenges, and social engagement.   
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
The Department recognizes the potential of 
parks, trails, recreation services, open space, 
and the tree canopy to improve the 
community’s attractiveness as a place to live 
and work.  VCPRD will continue to work 
with the City of Vancouver and Clark County 
to utilize parks and recreation as a component 
of a vibrant and economically sustainable 
community.  The VCPRD will also make 
fiscal responsibility, accountability, and long-
term financial stability a high priority.  The 
Department will maximize existing resources 
and use innovative funding mechanisms to 
provide and maintain high quality parks, 
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facilities, and programs at affordable costs to 
residents. 
 

CONNECTIVITY 
The VCPRD will develop an interconnected 
system of parks, trails, open space, tree 
canopies, and habitat areas, acquiring missing 
links and contiguous parcels to provide 
maximum wildlife, recreation, and 
transportation benefits.      

 

VVVVISIONISIONISIONISION    
 
The core values embraced by the Department 
provide the foundation for a vision of the 
community’s future.  Through the public 
involvement process, the staff and Parks 
Advisory Commission developed the 
following vision for the Comprehensive 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan: 
 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation will help build 
a healthy community, protect the natural environment, 
and support a high quality of life for all residents. 

 

MMMMISSIONISSIONISSIONISSION    
 
A mission statement, congruent with the 
community’s vision for parks and recreation, 
describes the approach that Department staff 
will use to develop and operate parks, open 
space, and recreation facilities.  The 
Department’s mission is: 
 
Meeting community needs by providing an interconnected 
system of parks, trails, recreation facilities, and natural 
areas that support environmental stewardship and diverse 

recreational programs and opportunities. 
 
 
 
 
 

GGGGOALSOALSOALSOALS    
 
Goals are the desired outcomes of the 
comprehensive plan.  Nine goals emerged 
during the planning process, which reflect the 
Department’s core values and vision.  These 
goals include: 

• Provide a balanced, comprehensive, and 
interconnected park, trail, and open space system.  
The VCPRD strives to create a network 
of parks, recreation facilities, and open 
spaces that are connected via trails, 
bikeways, streets, bus routes, and wildlife 
corridors.  This system will link all parts of 
the VCPRD planning area into one 
diverse and integrated system, and provide 
a variety of recreation opportunities to all 
Clark County residents. 

• Provide diverse recreational opportunities for all 
residents.  The VCPRD will provide a 
variety of parks, recreation facilities, and 
open spaces that engage a broad cross-
section of the community, including 
residents of all ages, abilities, and 
economic and cultural backgrounds.  The 
Department will strive to make all parks, 
facilities, and open spaces geographically, 
physically, socially, and economically 
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accessible to all members of the 
community. 

• Be effective stewards of the land.  The 
Department will promote an ethic of 
preservation, conservation, and 
sustainability through outdoor recreation 
opportunities, environmental education, 
and planning, acquisition, design, and 
maintenance.  The Department will strive 
to protect, conserve, and enhance 
important wildlife habitat and 
populations. 

• Preserve our historic and cultural heritage.  
Vancouver has a significant historical 
legacy and a wealth of cultural and 
historical resources.  The VCPRD will 
provide opportunities to enhance 
appreciation of this heritage, promote 
community stewardship and historical 
preservation, and provide high-quality 
cultural and historical experiences.    

• Maintain and enhance existing parks and 
recreation facilities.  The VCPRD will 
maintain and revitalize parks and facilities 
to support recreation activities, protect 
existing investments, maximize 
maintenance efficiencies, and improve 
user safety and accessibility.   

• Create a dynamic and effective organization.  
The VCPRD will respond efficiently and 
effectively to the community’s evolving 
priorities and needs.  The Department will 
be accessible and responsive to the 
community it serves, creating new 
policies, procedures, and technologies in 
response to changing needs over time.   

 

 

 

 

• Acquire adequate funding to meet community 
needs.  The VCPRD will use a variety of 
long- and short-term funding strategies to 
provide dependable funding for parks, 
facilities, and open space acquisition, 
development, and maintenance.  New 
revenue generating ideas, such as 
entrepreneurial projects, sponsorships, 
and joint ventures, will be explored and 
considered as adequate funding is sought 
to support our community’s historical, 
cultural, and natural recreation resources. 

• Build strong partnerships.  Strong community 
collaboration brings additional resources 
to parks and recreation and enhances 
community ownership of parks, facilities, 
and programs.  The VCPRD will continue 
to cultivate strong, positive partnerships 
with public, private, and non-profit 
organizations in order to unite community 
efforts to acquire, develop, and maintain 
parks, recreation facilities, and open space. 

• Reflect the community we serve.  By involving 
community members in planning, 
designing, and implementing park and 
recreation opportunities, the VCPRD can 
be more responsive, accountable, and 
creative in meeting community needs, 
thereby reflecting the desires of residents 
and sharing community priorities.   

    



 

 



_________________________________________________________________________________Classifications & Standards 

Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan | 2006 ___________________________________17 

3333....        CCCCLASLASLASLASSIFICATIONS SIFICATIONS SIFICATIONS SIFICATIONS &&&&    

SSSSTANDARDSTANDARDSTANDARDSTANDARDS    
    
The Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department owns and operates six different 
types of parks: neighborhood parks, 
community parks, regional parks, natural areas 
and open space, trails and greenways, and 
special use areas.  For neighborhood, 
community, and regional parks, the 
Department has adopted acquisition and 
development standards, which were derived 
through an evaluation of local needs and 
conditions.  For other park types, need is 
based on the characteristics of the physical 
resource, rather than on a population-based 
standard.  This chapter includes a discussion 
of proposed acquisition and development 
standards for all park types in the VCPRD 
system.   

PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK CCCCLASSIFICATIONSLASSIFICATIONSLASSIFICATIONSLASSIFICATIONS 
Six park classifications were used to categorize 
park and recreation facilities.  These include: 

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.  Sites may vary in size depending upon 
unique site characteristics, opportunities and 
land availability.  Neighborhood parks often 
include amenities such as playgrounds, turf 
areas, pathways and trails, picnic tables, sports 
courts, community gardens 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.  At the 
present time, the VCPRD provides 
neighborhood parks within the City of 
Vancouver and its Urban Growth Area 
(UGA).   
 

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, community gardens and play courts.  
Community parks may also incorporate 
passive recreation space and community 
facilities, such as community or senior centers.  
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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.  At the present time, the VCPRD 
only provides community parks in the 
Vancouver urban growth area. 
 

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 AND 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 parks can provide relief 
from urban density and may also preserve or 
protect environmentally sensitive areas, such 

as endangered animal habitat and native plant 
communities.  Natural areas often include: 

• Wetlands 

• Floodplains 

• Streams, lakes, and ponds 

• Forests 

• Prairies and meadows 

• Pastures and agricultural lands 

• Timber lands 
 
Within the Vancouver Urban Growth Area 
(UGA), natural areas are typically referred to 
as urban open space.  Within the VCPRD 
planning area but outside the UGA, these 
spaces are referred to as natural areas or 
conservation areas.   
 

TRAILS AND GREENWAYS 
The City and County have completed a 
comprehensive Regional Trails and Bikeways 
System Plan 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; and 
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• 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. 

 
SPECIAL USE AREAS AND FACILITIES 
Special use areas are stand-alone facilities such 
as community centers, aquatic centers, sports 
complexes, or skate parks 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. 
  

AAAACQUISITION CQUISITION CQUISITION CQUISITION SSSSTANDARDSTANDARDSTANDARDSTANDARDS    
 
The plan recommends maintaining the 
current adopted acquisition standards for 
neighborhood parks, community parks, 
regional parks, and urban open space.  
Additional guidelines are also proposed for all 
park types and facilities.   
 

URBAN PARKS  
Urban parks include neighborhood parks, 
community parks, and natural areas and open 
space within the Vancouver Urban Growth 
Area.  The plan identifies an urban parkland 
acquisition standard of 6 acres/1,000 
population.  This standard is designed to 
include 5 acres/1,000 of neighborhood and 

community parks and one acre/1,000 of 
urban natural areas and open space.   
 
  

Neighborhood and Community Parks 
Within the combined five-acre 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 community parks.   
 
                   

Acquisition Standards 

Neighborhood/Community Parks: 5 acres/1,000 
Urban Open Space: 1 acre/1,000 

Urban Parks: 6 acres/1,000 population 

 
 
The recommended NRPA guideline for 
neighborhood and community park 
acquisition is 6 to 10 acres/1,000 population.  
While the City and County have adopted a 
standard of five acres, their goal is to achieve 
the higher level of service, particularly in 
densely-developed areas within the UGA.   
 
Additional guidelines for the provision of 
neighborhood and community parkland 
include: 

• Neighborhood Parks: These parks primarily 
serve an area within a ½-mile radius from 
each park site, allowing safe and 
reasonable access.  Parks shall be 1 to 5 
acres in size. 

• Community Parks: These parks primarily 
serve an area with a 3-mile radius from 
each park site, allowing safe and 
reasonable access.  Parks shall be 20 to 
100 acres in size. 
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• In urban areas where an adequate or 
suitable community park site is no longer 
available, or where areas are poorly served 
by a community park, VCPR shall 
encourage the acquisition of neighbor-
hood parks; and consider modification of 
neighborhood park standards to 
compensate for the lack of a community 
park.  Specifically, consideration shall be 
given to increasing site size and type of 
development of neighborhood parks to 
allow for increased recreation 
opportunities.   

• Site Characteristics: Selected sites should be 
suitable for the desired range of 
improvements, consistent with 
community needs and park and recreation 
trends.  An ideal site should accommodate 
a mix of natural spaces, traditional park 
amenities, and active recreation 
opportunities.  Recognizing that not all 
sites can accommodate this range of 
amenities, each park district should 
contain an overall balance of active and 
passive recreational amenities and natural 
areas. 

 

Urban Natural Areas and Open Space 
Although there is no NRPA guideline for 
urban natural areas and open space, Clark 
County adopted a standard of 2.5 acres/1,000 
population in 1990.  Subsequently, this 
standard was reduced as the Parks 
Department consolidated and the urban 
system was standardized.  This plan suggests 
that the City and the County maintain this 
revised standard of one acre of open space 
/1,000 population.  However, the goal should 
be to achieve the higher, initial standard.   
 

REGIONAL PARKS  
This plan recommends that the VCPRD 
maintain its regional park acquisition standard 

of 10 acres/1,000 population, with a goal of 
20 acres/1,000 population.  Guidelines for the 
provision of regional parks include a desirable 
size of 200 acres or more, although no 
minimum is recommended.  This plan 
recommends that regional parkland be 
distributed throughout the County based on 
the availability of unique sites or destinations. 
 

 

Acquisition Standard 

Regional Parks: 10 acres/1,000 population 
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TRAILS AND GREENWAYS 
Neither the City nor the County has  
acquisition or development standards for trails  
and greenways.  Since trails and greenways are 
based on multi-modal transportation routes, 
recreational opportunities, and natural 
features, this plan does not recommend a 
population-based standard.  Instead, VCPRD 
should pursue an acquisition and development 
program consistent with the Regional Trails and 
Bikeways System Plan, in conjunction with 
transportation, public works, and other 
departments, which promotes an 
interconnected system of trails and greenways 
throughout the County. 
 

NATURAL AREAS AND OPEN SPACE 
No standard is recommended for natural and 
conservation areas in the rural portions of 
Clark County, since these areas are usually 
acquired based on the significance of their 
environment and habitat.  The plan 
recommends pursuing a conservation 
program that complements outside efforts to 
protect high-priority and critical lands 
throughout the County.  Acquisition should 
occur along major riparian and habitat areas, 
urban growth buffers, and in areas with 
unique site qualities.  The goal for acquiring 
these areas is to create a connected, cohesive 
system that spans the entire County.  This 
effort should focus on areas as identified in 
this and the Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan. 
 

SPECIAL USE AREAS  
No standard is recommended for special use 
areas, since these areas are often acquired 
based on specific facility needs.  The plan 
recommends acquiring special use areas as 
needed to meet the facility guidelines 
proposed in this plan.   
 
 

DDDDEVELOPMENT EVELOPMENT EVELOPMENT EVELOPMENT SSSSTANDARDSTANDARDSTANDARDSTANDARDS    
 
Parkland can be classified by  intensity and 
extent of development.  Development 
standards for various park types include both 
numerical standards (acres/1,000 or 
percentage of a site) and development levels. 
 

NUMERICAL STANDARDS 
Development standards are proposed for the 
following park types:  

• Neighborhood and Community Parks: This 
plan recommends maintaining the current 
development standards for neighborhood 
and community parks.  In the City of 
Vancouver, the standard is 4.25 
acres/1,000 population of developed 
urban parkland.  In the Urban-
Unincorporated area, the standard is for 
all core parks (neighborhood and 
community) to be developed to a Level 2 
standard, as defined below.   

• Urban Open Space/Natural Areas: No 
development standard is proposed for 
urban open space, which should remain in 
a relatively natural condition. 

• Regional Parks: This plan recommends 
maintaining the current regional park 
development standard of 18% of the site.  
This standard allows for active and 
passive recreation opportunities as well as 
open space preservation. 

 

DEVELOPMENT LEVELS 
The level of development standards listed 
below represent a modification of previous 
standards, designed to clarify the intention of 
the standard while increasing flexibility to 
allow for changing community needs. 
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Neighborhood Parks 
Level 1 is intended to secure the site, reduce 
liability and unsightliness, preserve existing 
natural resources, and permit pedestrian 
access to the site.  Improvements are 
dependent on initial site inventory and 
generally include fencing, fire hazard mowing 
only, rule signage, hazard removal, rough 
grading, and noxious/invasive plant removal.  
Master planning of the site is also completed 
to guide future improvements. 
 
Level 2 is intended to provide a range of 
recreational opportunities and protect and 
enhance a site’s natural features as determined 
in the site master plan.  Recreational 
opportunities and amenities may include 
walking paths, play options, seating, natural 
areas, park identification and interpretative 
signage, and gathering spaces. 
 
Level 3 is intended to provide a greater level of 
recreational amenities and natural area 
enhancement, and may be possible if 
additional capital and maintenance funds are 
available.  Improvements may include 
additional landscaping, play equipment, 
signage, paths, irrigation, and structures not 
provided during Level 2 development. 
 

Community Parks 
Level 1 is intended to secure the site, reduce 
liability and unsightliness, preserve existing 
natural resources, and permit pedestrian 
access to the site.  Improvements are 
dependent on initial site inventory and may 
include fencing, fire hazard mowing, rough 
grading, and invasive plant removal.  Master 
planning of the site is also completed to guide 
future improvements. 
 
 
 

Level 2 is intended to provide a range of 
recreational opportunities and protect and 
enhance a site’s natural features as determined 
in the comprehensive plan.  Recreational 
opportunities and amenities may include 
parking, play options, restrooms, walking 
paths, natural areas, park identification and 
interpretative signage, gathering spaces, and 
seating. 
 
Level 3 is intended to provide a greater level of 
natural area enhancement and recreational 
amenities.  Improvements may include 
sports/ tennis courts and play options able to 
accommodate larger groups, picnic shelters, 
and additional landscaping, walking paths, and 
signage.   
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Application 
The application of the neighborhood and 
community park development standards 
differs across the incorporated and 
unincorporated areas.  In the incorporated 
area, neighborhood and community parks are 
acquired and developed to Level 2.  Within 
the unincorporated area, priority is given to 
acquiring, reserving, and making available sites 
for future neighborhood and community park 
development.  Development priority is given 
to improving all park sites to a Level 1 
standard, followed by developing community 
parks to a Level 2 standard.  Level 2 
development of neighborhood parks occurs 
only after maintenance funds are secured. 
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4444....        PPPPARKARKARKARK    AND AND AND AND RRRRECREATION ECREATION ECREATION ECREATION 

FFFFACILITY ACILITY ACILITY ACILITY NNNNEEDS EEDS EEDS EEDS AAAANALYSISNALYSISNALYSISNALYSIS    
    
The Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department is the largest provider of park 
and recreation facilities in Clark County, 
Washington.  This chapter identifies trends, 
existing park and recreation resources within 
the VCPRD planning area, and current and 
future need for additional parks, open space, 
and recreation facilities.   
 
 

MMMMETHODOLOGYETHODOLOGYETHODOLOGYETHODOLOGY    
 

A variety of tools were used to assess current 
and future need for parks and recreation 
facilities: 

PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITY 

INVENTORY  
Department staff compiled an inventory of 
parks, open spaces, and recreation facilities 
owned and operated by VCPRD.  In addition, 
the staff developed an inventory of private, 
other public, and school-affiliated park and 
recreation facilities.  This inventory is 
summarized in this chapter.  The complete 
inventories of both the VCPRD’s and other 
providers’ parkland resources are presented in 
Appendix C.  Maps 1-9 in Appendix D show 
existing parkland within the planning area.    
 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
All results of comprehensive plan public 
involvement were used in the development 
the needs analysis.  These results are 
summarized in Appendix A and include: 

• Community Survey: The comprehensive plan 
survey collected data on current park, 
recreation, and open space use by 
residents of Clark County.  The survey 
also gathered input on park and recreation 
needs, preferences, and priorities.   

• Regional Meetings: Regional meetings held 
throughout the City of Vancouver and 
Clark County elicited feedback on park 
and recreation needs and priorities from 
the general public.   

• Focus Groups: Focus group discussions 
were held with Vancouver and Clark 
County youth, maintenance staff, and 
VCPRD recreation providers.  These 
focus groups were designed to gather 
input on needs and potential 
improvements specific to each of these 
populations.   

• Stakeholder Interviews: Interviews with key 
community stakeholders provided data 
regarding current park, recreation, and 
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open space priorities, needs, and 
opportunities.   

 

REVIEW OF TRENDS  
The following sources were consulted to in 
order to identify local, state, and national 
trends in sports and recreation. 

• National Sporting Goods Association (NSGA): 
The NSGA is the national association for 
sporting goods retailers and conducts an 
annual nationwide study in order to 
determine trends in recreation 
participation.   

• Washington State Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (SCORP): The SCORP is a 
five-year statewide recreation plan 
published by the Interagency Committee 
for Outdoor Recreation.  The SCORP is 
designed to determine outdoor recreation 
issues and opportunities and to explore 
state and local response strategies.  It 
includes valuable data on current trends in 
recreation participation and demand in 
Washington.   

• Emerging Trends in Recreation: A Report to the 
Vancouver-Clark County Parks and Recreation 
District: This report, completed in 2005, 
summarizes major trends in participation 
in a variety of recreation activities based 
on national, state, and local trends, local 
survey information, and discussions with 
local and regional parks and recreation 
personnel. 

• Vancouver-Clark Recreation Staff: Recreation 
staff met in a work session to discuss 
major trends in recreation participation 
and emerging activities. 

 

 
 
 

GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 
In addition, a geographic analysis was 
conducted to determine the need for parks 
and recreation facilities within the planning 
area.  Standards and guidelines were 
developed based on preferred park and facility 
distributions, and existing and projected level 
of service was compared with these adjusted 
standards.   
 

DEMAND ANALYSIS 
Community demand, as indicated by program 
participation and public involvement 
activities, was also used to inform the analysis 
of need for parks and recreation facilities.  For 
example, in the cases of some recreation 
facilities, sports participation numbers were 
used to develop facility guidelines and 
compared directly to facility supply.   
  

STANDARDS ANALYSIS  
To help determine the need for park and 
recreation facilities within the planning area, 
the Department’s current level of service was 
compared to established parkland standards, 
which are expressed in acres/1,000 (see 
Chapter 3).  In addition, existing and 
projected level of service for each park type 
was compared with the Department’s 
proposed standard, where applicable.  This 
analysis resulted in a standards-based 
assessment of need. 
 

EEEEMERGING MERGING MERGING MERGING TTTTRENDS AND RENDS AND RENDS AND RENDS AND 

OOOOPPORTUNITIESPPORTUNITIESPPORTUNITIESPPORTUNITIES    
 
Several trends in sports and recreation have 
emerged in recent years at the local, state, and 
national levels which informed the needs 
analysis.  Major trends are listed below.   
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DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 

• Projected Growth: The planning area 
population is anticipated to grow rapidly, 
with the greatest increases occurring in 
and around the County’s most urban 
areas: Vancouver, Camas, Washougal, and 
Battle Ground.  Additional parks, 
facilities, and recreation services will be 
required to meet the needs of this growing 
population. 

• Higher Density/Infill Development: While 
some of the area’s anticipated population 
growth will spill into areas beyond the 
Vancouver Urban Growth Area (UGA), 
the cities in Clark County will also see an 
increase in infill development and high 
density housing.  Preservation of urban 
parkland, including open space, will 
become more important and challenging.   

• Age: The senior population within the 
planning area continues to grow.  Aging 
baby boomers tend to remain active, both 
in physical and intellectual activities, and 
are likely to participate in recreation 
programs.  Also, demographic trends 
reveal a continued rise in the number of 
school-aged children, as the children of 
the baby-boom generation become 
parents.  VCPRD will experience an 
increased demand for active older citizens, 
youth activities, after-school programs, 
and teen activities. 

• Families: Clark County statistics suggest 
that a high proportion of families with 
children reside in the community.  Trends 
show that more families, including 
grandparents, desire opportunities to 
recreate together.  VCPRD will see this 
trend as an increasing need for multi-
generational recreation. 

 

• Diversity: The City of Vancouver and Clark 
County have steadily growing percentages 
of African-American, Asian- American, 
and Hispanic residents.  This ethnic 
diversity has been coupled with an 
increase in the numbers of non-native 
English speakers.  VCPRD will need to 
explore strategies for serving all residents 
and for marketing programs and services 
to diverse populations. 

 

RECREATION TRENDS 
• Close-to-Home Recreation: Increasing energy 

costs have contributed to public demand 
for nearby recreation opportunities that 
are accessible by foot, bike, car, and 
transit. 

• Non-Traditional Scheduling: Adults 
increasingly prefer informal, self-directed 
activities over structured, directed 
programs.  Drop-in, short format, and 
non-peak hour activities are a better fit for 
busy lifestyles. 

• Women’s Participation: Women and girls 
have been participating in sports and 
recreation in larger numbers since Title IX 
brought greater equality to scholastic 
sports programs. 

• Changing Recreation Preferences: Although 
recreation preferences are constantly 
evolving, certain activities have shown 
especially strong growth over the past 
several decades.  Trail-related recreation is 
becoming increasingly important, locally, 
regionally and statewide.  Sports continue 
to be popular, and outdoor 
activities/nature programming is also 
among the most popular activities in 
Washington. 

• Obesity: Obesity is recognized as a health 
and social issue nationwide.  A sedentary 
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lifestyle and the lack of even moderate 
physical activity are having health 
repercussions for both adults and 
children.  Recreation service providers 
need to promote active living for all ages 
and provide opportunities for formal and 
informal physical activity. 

• Service Opportunities: In recent years, the 
idea of public participation has shifted 
from informing the public about political 
and community choices to involving them 
in decision-making and service.  Public 
involvement and volunteerism develop a 
sense of public ownership, pride, and 
community support. 

• Winter Recreation Opportunities: The year-
round mild weather in Clark County 
offers many opportunities for outdoor 
recreation activities, which can be 
supported during the winter and spring 
with amenities, such as lighting and 
covered facilities (playgrounds, skate 
parks, etc.)  Indoor activities are highly 
popular in the winter, as well as programs 
for winter excursions, such as 
snowboarding, downhill and cross-
country skiing.   

• Urban Forestry: The tree canopy in urban 
areas in Clark County is both aesthetically 
pleasing and an essential component of 
the green infrastructure, contributing to 
environmental health.  Urban forestry 
efforts are being expanding in many 
communities, ranging from citywide and 
volunteer tree planting programs to Arbor 
Day festivals. 

• Emerging Sports and Activities: Trends show 
increasing interests in walking/hiking, 
BMX biking, mountain biking, lacrosse, 
disc golf, Ultimate Frisbee, outdoor  

 
 

• adventure and extreme sports, spray parks 
and water play opportunities, canoeing 
and kayaking, community gardening, and 
skiing/snowboarding/snowshoeing. 

 
 

EEEEXISTING XISTING XISTING XISTING PPPPARK AND ARK AND ARK AND ARK AND RRRRECREATIOECREATIOECREATIOECREATION N N N 

FFFFACILITY ACILITY ACILITY ACILITY IIIINVENTORYNVENTORYNVENTORYNVENTORY    
 

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
The Vancouver-Clark Park and Recreation 
Department manages a variety of parks within 
each of its six park classifications.  In total, 
the VCPRD system includes over 7,400 acres 
of parkland at 239 sites.  VCPRD currently 
provides regional parks, special facilities, trails 
and greenways, and natural areas throughout 
Clark County, and neighborhood and 
community parks, and sports fields within the 
Vancouver urban area.  Recreation services 
are offered solely within the City of 
Vancouver, though they are available to all 
area residents.  Other cities within the County 
are responsible for urban park and recreation 
provision within their boundaries.  Table 1 
summarizes VCPRD park acreage by 
classification, and Table 2 summarizes park 
acreage by type for each park district.  Tables 
3 and 4 detail changes in park acreage over 
time, while Table 5 illustrates changes in level 
of service over time.    
 
Note: Changes in inventory methodology have resulted 
in variation in acreage and park totals shown in some 
tables.  For example, previous regional plans included 
park and open space lands owned and operated by 
other agencies in the inventory.  In general, this update 
includes only VCPRD-owned and applicable school 
district properties. 
 



Park & Recreation Facility Needs Analysis_____________________________________________________________________________  

28____________________________________Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan | 2007 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 1:1:1:1:    SSSSUMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF EEEEXISTING XISTING XISTING XISTING VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD    PPPPARKLAND BY ARKLAND BY ARKLAND BY ARKLAND BY CCCCLASSIFICATIONLASSIFICATIONLASSIFICATIONLASSIFICATION    

Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    NumberNumberNumberNumber    
Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped 

AcreageAcreageAcreageAcreage    
Developed Developed Developed Developed 

AcreageAcreageAcreageAcreage    

Total Total Total Total 
VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
AcreageAcreageAcreageAcreage    

Other Other Other Other 
Providers’ Providers’ Providers’ Providers’ 
AcreageAcreageAcreageAcreage    

Total with Total with Total with Total with 
Other Other Other Other 

ProvidersProvidersProvidersProviders    

Neighborhood Parks 132 190.52 392.94 583.46 -- 583.46 

Community Parks 35 471.60 393.28 864.88 -- 864.88 

Natural Areas/Open Space  36 1,103.26 0.00 1,103.26 10,728.62 11,831.88 

Regional Parks 13 2,048.07 286.00 2,334.07 74.74 2,408.81 

Trails and Greenways 11 1,756.96 69.05 1,826.01 243.56 2,069.57 

Special Use Areas  12 662.09 59.00 721.09 1,136.52 1,857.61 

Total  239 6,232.50 1,200.27 7,432.77 12,183.44 19,616.21 
       

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 2222::::    SSSSUMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF EEEEXISTING XISTING XISTING XISTING VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD    PPPPARKLAND BY  ARKLAND BY  ARKLAND BY  ARKLAND BY  PIFPIFPIFPIF    DDDDISTRICTISTRICTISTRICTISTRICT 

PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District    Total AcreageTotal AcreageTotal AcreageTotal Acreage    Neighborhood Neighborhood Neighborhood Neighborhood ParksParksParksParks    CommunityCommunityCommunityCommunity    ParksParksParksParks        Natural Areas/Natural Areas/Natural Areas/Natural Areas/OpOpOpOpen Spaceen Spaceen Spaceen Space    
District 1 212.70 67.49 138.12 7.09 
District 2 232.93 53.47 106.24 70.77 
District 3 187.59 53.58 86.70 47.31 
District 4 70.34 37.82 30.00 2.52 
District 5 409.30 115.31 191.80 102.19 
District 6 111.84 32.81 76.45 2.58 
District 7 204.90 90.18 30.44 84.28 
District 8 116.33 37.83 60.44 18.06 
District 9 169.12 59.02 68.88 41.22 
District 10 119.65 33.50 76.24 9.91 

Total  2,552.03 583.46 864.88 385.93 
 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 3:3:3:3:    SSSSUMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF EEEEXISTINGXISTINGXISTINGXISTING    PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK AAAACREAGECREAGECREAGECREAGE    ININININ    VVVVANCOUVERANCOUVERANCOUVERANCOUVER    CCCCITY ITY ITY ITY LLLLIMITSIMITSIMITSIMITS,,,,    1994199419941994----2006200620062006 

Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type 
1919191994949494    2001200120012001    2006200620062006    

QuantityQuantityQuantityQuantity    AcresAcresAcresAcres    QuantityQuantityQuantityQuantity    AcresAcresAcresAcres    QuantityQuantityQuantityQuantity    AcresAcresAcresAcres    
Neighborhood Parks  39 163 72 288 81 324 
Community Parks  14 282 20 361 21 367 
Urban Open Space 13 113 21 199 24 214 
Regional Parks 2 99 2 99 2 412 
Conservation and 
Greenway Systems 

10 630 10 630 6 939 

Special Use Areas 25 226 26 236 5 90 
Total 103 1,503 151 1,813 139 2,347 

 
TTTTABLE  ABLE  ABLE  ABLE  4444::::    SSSSUMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF UMMARY OF EEEEXISTING XISTING XISTING XISTING PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK AAAACREAGE IN  CREAGE IN  CREAGE IN  CREAGE IN  CCCCLARK LARK LARK LARK CCCCOUNTYOUNTYOUNTYOUNTY,,,,    1994199419941994----2006200620062006 

Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    
1994199419941994    2000/2004*2000/2004*2000/2004*2000/2004*    2006200620062006    

QuantityQuantityQuantityQuantity    AcresAcresAcresAcres    QuantityQuantityQuantityQuantity    AcresAcresAcresAcres    QuantityQuantityQuantityQuantity    AcresAcresAcresAcres    
Neighborhood Parks  23 116 47 267 51 260 
Community Parks  5 234 13 340 15 498 
Urban Open Space 2 32 10 82 9 172 
Regional Parks 10 1,797 12 2,300 11 1,922 
Conservation and 
Greenway Systems 

9 1,390 13 2,900 8 1,695 

Special Use Areas 3 162 7 416 8 634 
Total 52 3,731 102 6,305 102 5,181 
* 2000-2004 represents regional data from the 2000 Regional Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan and urban data from the 2004 Vancouver Urban 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan. 



_____________________________________________________________________________Park & Recreation Facility Needs Analysis 

Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan | 2007____________________________________29 

RECREATION FACILITIES 
In addition to providing parkland, the 
Vancouver Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department owns and manages a variety of 
recreation facilities for use by Clark County 
residents.  These facilities include sports 
fields, pools, gyms, community centers, a 
tennis center, skate parks, and off leash areas.  
Several private, for-profit, and public 
providers also meet recreation needs in Clark 
County.  Table 6 includes a summary of 
recreation facilities in the VCPRD planning 
areas.   
 

PPPPARKLAND ARKLAND ARKLAND ARKLAND NNNNEEDSEEDSEEDSEEDS    AAAASSESSMENTSSESSMENTSSESSMENTSSESSMENT    
The parkland needs assessment discusses the 
need for each of the community’s six major 
park types, including neighborhood parks, 
community parks, natural areas and open 
space, regional parks, trails and greenways, 
and special use areas.  Tables 7 and 8 
summarize the anticipated need for each park 
type.  These needs are based on input 
gathered through the Community Survey and 
other public outreach, and technical analysis 
of geographic distribution and proposed 
parkland standards.  Details on the  
 
Note: All parkland and recreation facility needs 
presented in this analysis are based on the population 
figures shown in Table G-2 and are cumulative over 
the planning period. 

methodology and results of the Community 
Survey can be found in Appendix A. Parkland 
standards can be found in Chapter 3.   
According to the Community Survey, 
residents of the City of Vancouver and Clark 
County frequently use parks and open spaces.  
In fact, almost 40% of Community Survey 
respondents reported visiting a park more 
than 20 times in the past year, and the average 
number of visits per year reported by 
respondents was even higher, 50.2.  While the 
VCPRD’s existing parks are clearly both well-
used and well-liked, Community Survey 
respondents also noted a number of park and 

TTTTABABABABLE LE LE LE 5555::::    LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE BY ERVICE BY ERVICE BY ERVICE BY YYYYEAREAREAREAR,,,,    CCCCITY OF ITY OF ITY OF ITY OF VVVVANCOUVER AND ANCOUVER AND ANCOUVER AND ANCOUVER AND CCCCLARK LARK LARK LARK CCCCOUNTYOUNTYOUNTYOUNTY    

Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    StandardStandardStandardStandard    

VancouverVancouverVancouverVancouver    Clark CountyClark CountyClark CountyClark County    

1994199419941994    2002200220022002    2005 2005 2005 2005     1994199419941994    2002200220022002    2005 2005 2005 2005     

Neighborhood Parks (including schools) 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.1 2.5 N/A 2.0 

Community Parks (including schools) 3.0 4.1 2.4 2.4 4.1 N/A 3.8 

Urban Open Space 1.0 N/A 1.1 1.4 N/A N/A 1.3 

Combined Urban Park Acquisitions 6.0 N/A 5.9 5.9 N/A N/A 7.2 

Combined Urban Park Development 4.25 N/A 2.3 3.5 N/A N/A 1.9 

Regional Parks N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 6666::::    EEEEXISTING XISTING XISTING XISTING RRRRECREATION ECREATION ECREATION ECREATION FFFFACILITIESACILITIESACILITIESACILITIES    

FacilityFacilityFacilityFacility    VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD    
Other Other Other Other 

AgenciesAgenciesAgenciesAgencies    TotalTotalTotalTotal        
Baseball/Softball 
Fields 36 129 165 

  Urban 35 71 106 

  Rural 1 58 59 
Community 
Centers 3 1 4 

Gymnasiums 3 119 122 

Off Leash Areas 1 1 2 

Pools 3 3 6 

Skate Parks 2 0 2 

Soccer Fields 17 211 228 

  Urban 17 122 139 

  Rural 0 89 89 



 

 

 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 7777::::    PPPPARKLAND ARKLAND ARKLAND ARKLAND LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS TANDARDS TANDARDS TANDARDS ––––    VVVVANCOUVER ANCOUVER ANCOUVER ANCOUVER UGAUGAUGAUGA    

        
Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    

Historic Historic Historic Historic 
NRPA NRPA NRPA NRPA 

GuidelinesGuidelinesGuidelinesGuidelines    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 

StandardStandardStandardStandardAAAA    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Facilities             Facilities             Facilities             Facilities             

VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/    
School School School School 
District District District District 
AcresAcresAcresAcresBBBB    

        
Other Other Other Other 
Local Local Local Local 

Agency Agency Agency Agency 
AcresAcresAcresAcresCCCC    

        
TotTotTotTotal  al  al  al  
AcresAcresAcresAcres    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Level of Level of Level of Level of 

ServiceServiceServiceService    DDDD, E, E, E, E    

Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Level of Level of Level of Level of 

Service IncService IncService IncService Inc....    
Other Local Other Local Other Local Other Local 
AgenciesAgenciesAgenciesAgenciesDDDD, E, E, E, E    

Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed 
StandardStandardStandardStandardEEEE    

Acres Needed to Meet Acres Needed to Meet Acres Needed to Meet Acres Needed to Meet 
Acquisition StandardAcquisition StandardAcquisition StandardAcquisition Standard    

Current Current Current Current 
Population Population Population Population 
inside UGA inside UGA inside UGA inside UGA 

(2006)(2006)(2006)(2006)    

Projected Projected Projected Projected 
Population Population Population Population 
inside UGA inside UGA inside UGA inside UGA 

(2025)(2025)(2025)(2025)    

286,226286,226286,226286,226 384,505384,505384,505384,505    

Neighborhood Parks 2.0 2.0 132 583.46 N/A 583.46 2.03 2.03 2.0 19.52 195.30 

Community Parks 8.0 3.0 35 864.88 N/A 864.88 3.02 3.02 3.0 138.67 292.26 

Urban Open Space N/A 1.0 33F 385.93 N/A 385.93 1.35 1.36 1.0 61.13 115.09 

Total 10 6.0 200 1,834.27 NA 1,834.27 6.40 6.41 6.0 219.32 592.90 

                                          
TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 8888::::    PPPPARKLAND ARKLAND ARKLAND ARKLAND LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS TANDARDS TANDARDS TANDARDS ––––    VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD    PPPPLANNING LANNING LANNING LANNING AAAAREAREAREAREA    

        
Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    

Historic Historic Historic Historic 
NRPA NRPA NRPA NRPA 

GuidelinesGuidelinesGuidelinesGuidelines    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 

StandardStandardStandardStandardAAAA    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Facilities             Facilities             Facilities             Facilities             

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
AcreAcreAcreAcressss    

        
Other Other Other Other 
Local Local Local Local 

Agency Agency Agency Agency     
AcresAcresAcresAcresCCCC    

        
Total  Total  Total  Total  
AcresAcresAcresAcres    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Level of Level of Level of Level of 
ServiceServiceServiceServiceEEEE        

Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Level of Level of Level of Level of 
Service Service Service Service 

Including Including Including Including 
Other Local Other Local Other Local Other Local 
AgenciesAgenciesAgenciesAgenciesEEEE    

Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed 
GuideGuideGuideGuide----linelinelinelineEEEE    

Acres Needed to Meet Acres Needed to Meet Acres Needed to Meet Acres Needed to Meet 
Acquisition GuidelineAcquisition GuidelineAcquisition GuidelineAcquisition Guideline 

Current Current Current Current 
PopulationPopulationPopulationPopulation    

Clark Clark Clark Clark 
CountyCountyCountyCounty    
(2006)(2006)(2006)(2006)    

ProjProjProjProjected ected ected ected 
PopulationPopulationPopulationPopulation    

Clark CountyClark CountyClark CountyClark County    
    (2025)(2025)(2025)(2025)    

409,292409,292409,292409,292    595,603595,603595,603595,603    

Regional Parks 

N/A 

10.0 13 2,334.07 74.74 2,408.81 5.70 5.89 10.0 1,684.11 3,547.22 

Regional Open Space N/A 3 717.33 10,728.62 11,445.95 1.75 27.97 N/A N/A N/A 

Trails and Greenways N/A 11 1,826.01 243.56 2,069.57 4.46 5.06 N/A N/A N/A 

Special Use Areas N/A 12 721.09 1,136.52 1,857.61 1.76 4.54 N/A N/A N/A 

Total N/A N/A 39 5,598.5 12,183.44 17,781.94 13.67 43.46 10 1,684.11 3,547.22 

A Existing standards as defined in Clark County Regional Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan(2000) and the Vancouver Urban Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan (2002). 
B Includes elementary, middle, and high school sites.  A complete inventory appears in Appendix C.   
C Includes public and private providers.  A complete inventory appears in Appendix C. 
D Reflects total level of service for all PIF districts and does not reflect breakdown by district. 
E Level of service, standards, and guidelines are expressed in acres/1,000 population. 
F Includes only those open spaces inside the Vancouver UGA.  A complete inventory appears in Appendix C. 
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open space needs within Vancouver and Clark 
County.  This section highlights some of these 
parkland needs. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 
There are 132 neighborhood parks in the 
VCPRD planning area - more than any other 
park type.  All of these neighborhood parks lie 
inside the Vancouver UGA.  VCPRD 
neighborhood parks range in size from 0.25 to 
13 acres, and when combined total over 583 
acres.  This acreage includes selected school 
grounds of sufficient size and with necessary 
facilities to serve as neighborhood parks. 

 
Public Involvement Findings 
• On a scale of 1 (very low priority) to 10 

(very high priority), Community Survey 
respondents gave neighborhood and 
community parks a mean score of 7.6, 
ranking these parks fourth on a list of 11 
potential park and recreation priorities. 

• A large percentage of Community Survey 
respondents, 90%, either strongly or 
somewhat supported expanding 
neighborhood and community parks.    

• At regional meetings, community 
members repeatedly mentioned the need 
for small, neighborhood gathering spaces.   

 
Level of Service Analysis 
The existing level of service for neighborhood 
parks was calculated using population figures 
for the Vancouver Urban Growth Area and 
not the entire County, since the Department 
provides neighborhood parks only within this 
area.  Given these population figures, the 
Department’s total current level of service for 
neighborhood parks is 2.03 acres/1,000 
persons.  This level of service is slightly higher 
than the preferred standard of 2.0 acres/1,000 
standard and the historic NRPA guideline of 

2.0 acres/1,000.  Table 7 includes a summary 
of this analysis. 
 
However, Table 9 shows that the Department 
is not meeting its standard in several of the 
ten PIF districts inside the UGA.  Currently, 
the Department has a surplus of 11 acres of 
neighborhood parkland when the urban area 
is viewed as a whole.  However, 19.5 acres of 
neighborhood parkland are needed to meet 
the parkland standard in all park districts.  
Over 70 acres will be needed to meet the 
needs of the projected population in 2012 and 
approximately 195 acres will be needed by 
2025.  Most of this need is concentrated in 
PIF districts in the eastern and northern 
portions of the UGA, although there is a large 
need in the downtown Vancouver area as 
well. 
 
In choosing acquisitions for future 
neighborhood parks, the VCPRD should 
target residential areas inside the UGA that 
are not located within a 1/2 mile of an 
existing neighborhood or community park 
site. In cases where major, high volume streets 
fall within a 1/2 mile radius, roads should be 
treated as service barriers, as they are difficult 
for pedestrians to cross.   
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Level of Development Analysis 
There is also a significant deficit in the 
development of neighborhood parks within 
the system.  According to the standard, 4.25 
acres of urban parkland is to be developed per 
1,000 residents.  Ideally, this should be 
implemented as 2 acres of developed 
neighborhood parkland and 2.25 acres of 
community parkland.  This development 
standard translates into a current need for 180 
acres of developed neighborhood parkland 
within the Vancouver urban area (Table 10).  
Over 261 acres will be needed by 2012, and 
376 acres by 2025. 
 
The deficit is greatest in the urban-
unincorporated area, though completion of 
park development planned for the Greater 
Clark Parks District meet the majority of the 
development need in this area.  Deficits also 
exist in eastern and downtown Vancouver, 
where relatively high levels of growth are 
anticipated. 
 

COMMUNITY PARKS 
At this time, the VCPRD manages 865 acres 
of community parks at 35 sites within the 
planning area.  These parks range in size from 
5 to over 70 acres.  Lands owned by other 
public agencies, including schools, of 
sufficient size and with necessary facilities to 
serve as community parks, have been included 
in the VCPRD inventory and comprise 148 of 
these community park acres.   
 

Public Involvement Findings 
• According to the Community Survey, 

community parks were among the most 
used facilities in Vancouver and Clark 
County.  Over 50% of all respondents 
reported using community parks at least 
once or twice a month in the prior year.   

• Participation in community park-oriented 
activities including walking, gardening, 
skateboarding, and team sports also 
ranked high in the 2002 Assessment of 
Outdoor Recreation in Washington State. 

 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 9999::::    NNNNEIGHBOREIGHBOREIGHBOREIGHBORHOOD HOOD HOOD HOOD PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY PIFPIFPIFPIF    DDDDISTRICTISTRICTISTRICTISTRICT    ----    AAAACQUISITIONCQUISITIONCQUISITIONCQUISITION    

        
PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
StandardStandardStandardStandard    

VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/    
School AcresSchool AcresSchool AcresSchool Acres    

Existing Existing Existing Existing     
Level of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of Service            

(acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 
population)population)population)population)    

Additional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet Standard    

2005 2005 2005 2005 
Population      Population      Population      Population      

2012 2012 2012 2012 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

2025 2025 2025 2025 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

PIF District #1 

2.00 

67.49 2.21 -6.47 11.52 34.66 

PIF District #2 55.92 1.98 0.45 7.31 16.12 

PIF District #3 53.58 1.60 13.37 17.42 22.63 

PIF District #4 37.82 2.28 -4.68 0.54 7.61 

PIF District #5 115.31 2.03 -1.89 8.60 25.53 

PIF District #6 32.81 2.00 -0.05 5.37 16.85 

PIF District #7 90.18 2.25 -9.97 0.10 13.12 

PIF District #8 37.83 1.74 5.70 12.01 25.05 

PIF District #9 59.02 2.23 -6.09 -1.57 7.09 

PIF District #10 33.50 2.09 -1.37 9.83 26.64 

TOTAL  2.0 583.46 2.03 -11.00 71.13 195.30 

Total Needed to Meet Standard in All Districts 19.52 72.70 195.30 
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• On a scale of 1 (very low priority) to 10 
(very high priority), Community Survey 
respondents gave neighborhood and 
community parks a mean score of 7.6, 
ranking these parks fourth on a list of 11 
potential park and recreation priorities. 

• A large majority of Community Survey 
respondents, 90%, either strongly or 
somewhat supported expanding 
neighborhood and community parks. 

• Attendees at both regional meetings and 
focus groups expressed a strong need for 
additional community gathering spaces.   

• On an open-ended Community Survey 
question, over 15% of respondents 
indicated a perceived need for more parks, 
which ranked as the second most desired 
improvement. 

 

Level of Service Analysis 
Level of service for community parks was 
calculated based on population figures for the 
Urban Growth Area, since the Department 
currently provides community parks only 
within the Vancouver UGA.  Given this area’s 
current population, the Department’s existing 

level of service for community parks is 3.02 
acres/1,000 persons.  This level of service 
meets the VCPRD’s community park 
standard of 3.0 acres/1,000.  Table 7 includes 
a summary of this analysis. 
 
Table 11 shows the Department’s existing 
level of service for community parks by PIF 
district.  While the Department has been able 
to secure sufficient parkland in five park 
districts to meet short-term future need, 
community parkland is still needed in the 
other five districts.  District #7, in particular, 
falls significantly short of the existing 
community park standard.  In fact, 139 
additional acres are needed to meet the 
acquisition standard for the current 
population in each of the ten PIF districts, 
182 acres will be needed to meet the projected 
population by 2013, and 292 acres will be 
needed in 2025.   
 

Level of Development Analysis 
According to the standard, 4.25 acres of urban 
parkland should be developed for each 1,000 
residents.  The preferred breakdown is 2 acres 
of developed neighborhood parkland and 2.25 
acres of community parkland, as community  

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 10:10:10:10:    NNNNEEEEIGHBORHOOD IGHBORHOOD IGHBORHOOD IGHBORHOOD PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY PIFPIFPIFPIF    DDDDISTRICT ISTRICT ISTRICT ISTRICT ----    DDDDEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENT    

        
PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
StandardStandardStandardStandard    

Developed Developed Developed Developed 
VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/    

School AcresSchool AcresSchool AcresSchool Acres    

Existing Existing Existing Existing     
Level of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of Service            

(acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 
population)population)population)population)    

Additional Developed Acres NeededAdditional Developed Acres NeededAdditional Developed Acres NeededAdditional Developed Acres Needed    

2005 2005 2005 2005 
PopulatPopulatPopulatPopulation               ion               ion               ion               

2012 2012 2012 2012 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

2025 2025 2025 2025 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

PIF District #1 

2.00 

52.12 1.71 8.90 26.89 50.03 

PIF District #2 53.47 1.90 2.90 9.76 18.57 

PIF District #3 51.30 1.53 15.65 19.70 24.91 

PIF District #4 21.98 1.33 11.16 16.38 23.45 

PIF District #5 49.74 0.88 63.68 74.17 91.10 

PIF District #6 28.57 1.74 4.19 9.61 21.09 

PIF District #7 58.66 1.46 21.55 30.64 44.64 

PIF District #8 25.13 1.15 18.40 24.71 37.75 

PIF District #9 36.97 1.40 15.96 20.48 29.14 

PIF District #10 15.00 0.93 17.13 29.39 35.10 

TOTAL  2.0 392.94 1.37 179.52 261.73 375.78 

Total Needed to Meet Standard in All Districts 179.52 261.73 375.78 
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park sites are generally larger and better able 
to accommodate open space.  This 
development standard translates into a current 
need for 290 acres of developed community 
parkland within the Vancouver urban area 
(Table 12).  Approximately 354 acres will be  

needed by 2013, and 472 acres by 2025. 
 
The deficit is greatest in the urban-
unincorporated area, though park 
development planned for the Greater Clark 
Parks District will help meet the standard. 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 11:11:11:11:    CCCCOMMUNITY OMMUNITY OMMUNITY OMMUNITY PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY PIFPIFPIFPIF    DDDDISTRICT ISTRICT ISTRICT ISTRICT ----    AAAACQUISITIONCQUISITIONCQUISITIONCQUISITION    

        
PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District    

VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD    
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
StandardStandardStandardStandard    

VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/    
    School AcresSchool AcresSchool AcresSchool Acres    

Existing Existing Existing Existing     
Level Level Level Level of Service  of Service  of Service  of Service      

(acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 
population)population)population)population)    

Additional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet Standard    

2005                 2005                 2005                 2005                 
PopulationPopulationPopulationPopulation    

    
2012 2012 2012 2012 

ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    
2025 2025 2025 2025 

ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

PIF District #1 

3.00 

138.12 4.53 -46.60 -21.92 15.10 

PIF District #2 105.81 3.75 -21.26 -10.97 2.26 

PIF District #3 86.70 2.59 13.72 19.28 27.61 

PIF District #4 30.00 1.81 19.71 28.15 40.81 

PIF District #5 191.80 3.38 -21.66 -7.40 14.01 

PIF District #6 76.45 4.67 -27.31 -19.14 -6.90 

PIF District #7 30.44 0.76 89.88 104.96 127.59 

PIF District #8 60.44 2.78 4.85 13.45 26.35 

PIF District #9 68.88 2.60 10.51 16.13 24.56 

PIF District #10 76.24 4.75 -28.05 -11.24 13.97 

TOTAL  3.0 864.88 3.02 -6.21 111.30 285.36 

Total Needed to Meet Standard in All Districts 138.67 181.97 292.26 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 12121212::::    CCCCOMMUNITY OMMUNITY OMMUNITY OMMUNITY PPPPARK ARK ARK ARK LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY PIFPIFPIFPIF    DDDDISTRICT ISTRICT ISTRICT ISTRICT ----    DDDDEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENT    

        
PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
StandardStandardStandardStandard    

Developed Developed Developed Developed 
VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/VCPRD/    

School AcresSchool AcresSchool AcresSchool Acres    

Existing Existing Existing Existing     
Level of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of Service            

(acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 
population)population)population)population)    

Additional Developed Acres NeededAdditional Developed Acres NeededAdditional Developed Acres NeededAdditional Developed Acres Needed    

2005 2005 2005 2005 
Population               Population               Population               Population               

2012012012012222    
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

2025 2025 2025 2025 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

PIF District #1 

2.25 

89.82 2.94 -21.18 -0.93 25.09 

PIF District #2 80.81 2.87 -17.39 -9.68 0.24 

PIF District #3 63.70 1.90 11.62 16.17 22.03 

PIF District #4 12.83 0.77 24.45 30.32 38.27 

PIF District #5 8.80 0.16 118.80 130.60 149.64 

PIF District #6 38.00 2.32 -1.15 4.96 17.86 

PIF District #7 30.44 0.76 59.80 70.03 85.77 

PIF District #8 20.00 0.92 28.97 36.07 50.74 

PIF District #9 48.88 1.85 10.66 15.75 25.50 

PIF District #10 0.00 0.00 36.15 49.93 56.70 

TOTAL  2.0 393.28 1.37 250.73 343.22 471.84 

Total Needed to Meet Standard in All Districts 290.45 353.83 471.84 
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NATURAL AREAS AND OPEN SPACE 
The VCPRD currently owns and manages 33 
urban and three regional natural areas totaling 
1,103 acres.  Other providers, including the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Washington Department of Natural 
Resources, Washington State Parks, and the 
Columbia Land Trust, provide approximately 
10,729 additional natural area acres.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, Yacolt Multiple Use 
Area, a 60,000-acre site owned by the 
Washington Department of Natural 
Resources, has not been included in the 
natural area inventory as continued 
recreational use cannot be guaranteed. 
 

Public Involvement Findings 
• Over 50% percent of Community Survey 

respondents reported participating in 
wildlife observation, an activity supported 
by natural areas, during the last year.  
Other popular natural area-based 
recreation activities included: camping, 
50%; mountain biking, 24%; boating/jet 
skiing, 23%; and canoeing, kayaking, or 
row boating, 21%. 

• The 2002 Assessment of Outdoor Recreation in 
Washington State shows significant 
participation in activities offered in natural 
areas.  Over 50% of Washington residents 
reported walking and hiking for 
recreation, 43% reported participation in 
nature activities, and 21% reported biking.    

• Community survey respondents show 
strong support for purchasing open space 
and natural areas, ranking these efforts 
second on the priority list for expanded 
VCPRD services and facilities.   

• According to the Community Survey, 
planning area residents think natural areas 
are important even in smaller 
neighborhood parks.  Natural areas were 
ranked second out of 6 amenity 
preferences for neighborhood parks. 

• When asked about priorities, Community 
Survey respondents expressed support for 
natural areas, ranking them fifth of 11 
choices. 

• When asked to choose the highest priority 
for expansion, Survey respondents ranked 
purchasing open space and natural areas 
second at 22%. 

 
Level of Service Analysis: UGA 
This plan sets an acquisition standard for 
urban open space of 1 acre/1,000 persons 
inside the Vancouver UGA.  An analysis of 
urban open space with respect to the UGA 
population yields a total level of service of 
1.35 acre/1,000 persons, meeting the existing 
standard.  Table 13 includes a summary of the 
standards analysis for natural areas within the 
Vancouver UGA by PIF district. 
 
At the present time, the VCPRD is meeting 
this standard in only five of its ten PIF 
Districts.  Given shortages in the remaining 
five districts, over 61 acres of additional urban 
open space are currently needed to serve the 
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population of the Vancouver UGA, and over 
115 acres will be needed for the projected 
population in 2025.    
 
While the needs within the UGA are relatively 
modest, the community’s level of interest in  
natural area preservation and habitat 
enhancement merits an examination of the 
potential for more substantial natural area 
acquisition.  Specific opportunities can be 
identified through an analysis of vacant and 
critical habitat lands in the planning area, as 
shown in Table 14.  Currently, vacant non-
critical lands within the Vancouver UGA total 
4,491 acres.  In addition, certain properties 
within the UGA containing riparian or habitat 
areas have been designated as critical habitat 
areas.  These critical habitat areas add over 
2,430 acres to the vacant land inventory.  
Within this vacant land total, a small 
percentage, 540 acres, are designated 
wetlands, leaving a total of 6,380 acres of non-
wetland vacant lands within the UGA.  See 
Appendix E for a map of priority habitat areas 
and critical lands, priority species and habitat 
lists, and guidelines for developing  

 

appropriate public access in these areas. 
 
Acquisition of any of the vacant lands and 
critical habitat areas noted in Table 14 may 
come at a high cost, since these lands are 
subject to market rates.  Lower purchase 
prices may be available for properties with 
steep slopes or other features, which limit 
development.   
 
Table 14 suggests that two more aggressive 
levels of acquisition could be investigated by 
the VCPRD.   One goal could be to attempt 
to acquire or preserve most of the 2,400 acres 
identified as critical habitat area within the 
UGA, in conjunction with other public and 
private groups.  A more aggressive goal could 
be to acquire or preserve the 4,100 acres 
identified countywide as the minimum goal in 
the adopted 2003 Conservation Areas Acquisition 
Plan.  Regardless of the ultimate goal, natural 
area acquisitions should be made based on the 
value of the resource and the contribution to 
the conservation and greenway system of the 
greater VCPRD region and resources become 
available. 

 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 13:13:13:13:    NNNNATURAL ATURAL ATURAL ATURAL AAAAREA AND REA AND REA AND REA AND OOOOPEN PEN PEN PEN SSSSPACE PACE PACE PACE LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND SSSSTANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY TANDARDS BY PIFPIFPIFPIF    DDDDISTRICTISTRICTISTRICTISTRICT    

        
PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
Existing  Existing  Existing  Existing  
StandardStandardStandardStandard    

VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD VCPRD 
AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Existing Existing Existing Existing     
Level of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of Service            

(acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 (acres per 1,000 
population)population)population)population)    

Additional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet StandardAdditional Acres Needed to Meet Standard    

2005 2005 2005 2005 
PopulationPopulationPopulationPopulation    

2012 2012 2012 2012 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

2025 2025 2025 2025 
ProjectedProjectedProjectedProjected    

PIF District #1 

1.00 

7.09 0.23 23.42 32.42 43.98 

PIF District #2 70.77 2.51 -42.59 -39.16 -34.75 

PIF District #3 47.31 1.41 -13.84 -11.81 -9.21 

PIF District #4 2.52 0.15 14.05 16.66 20.19 

PIF District #5 102.19 1.80 -45.48 -40.23 -31.77 

PIF District #6 2.58 0.16 13.80 16.51 22.25 

PIF District #7 84.28 2.10 -44.17 -39.63 -32.63 

PIF District #8 18.06 0.83 3.70 6.86 13.38 

PIF District #9 41.22 1.56 -14.76 -12.50 -8.16 

PIF District #10 9.91 0.62 6.16 12.28 15.29 

TOTAL  1.0 385.93 1.35 -99.71 -58.60 -1.43 

Total Needed to Meet Standard in All Districts 61.13 84.73 115.09 
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Level of Service Analysis:  
Planning Area  
It is also helpful consider natural areas and 
open space as a regional resource, and one 
that the Department should provide on a 
Countywide level.  The current urban and 
regional levels of service for natural areas 
exceed the urban open space standard and, 
like the public involvement findings and the 
Conservation Areas Draft Acquisition Plan, 
suggest that a higher regional standard for 
natural area acquisition might be a viable tool 
for the Department to consider.  However, no 
standard is proposed at this time.  Instead, it 
is recommended that the Department pursue 
the acquisition of natural areas to preserve 
significant resources outside the UGA as the 
opportunities arise. 
 

REGIONAL PARKS 
A sizable portion of the Vancouver-Clark 
Parks and Recreation Department’s inventory 
is in regional park acreage.  The VCPRD 
currently manages 2,334 acres of regional 
parkland at 13 sites.  The Port of Camas-
Washougal adds 75 acres to the area’s 
inventory with Captain William Clark Park, 
bringing the total regional park acreage to 
2,409.   
 

Public Involvement Findings 
• In an open-ended question on the 

Community Survey, Lewisville and 
Vancouver Lake, both regional parks, 
were mentioned as two of the four most 
well known parks in the City of 
Vancouver and Clark County. 

• Large percentages of Community Survey 
respondents reported participation in 
activities that might take place in regional 
parks.  Over 50% of Community Survey 
respondents reported observing wildlife 
and 50% camping in the prior year.    

• According to the Community Survey, 
approximately 70% of residents visit 
regional parks annually, though only 33% 
used regional parks more than a few times 
in the previous year.   

• On a list of 11 potential parks and 
recreation priorities, Community Survey 
respondents ranked regional parks 
seventh.   

• Over 85% of Community Survey 
respondents indicated that they would 
somewhat or strongly support VCPRD 
“expanding” regional park services within 
the community.   

 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 11114444::::    VVVVACANT ACANT ACANT ACANT LLLLAND AND AND AND AAAANALYSISNALYSISNALYSISNALYSIS    

  
PIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF DistrictPIF District 

VacantVacantVacantVacant    
LandLandLandLand    
acresacresacresacres    

CriticalCriticalCriticalCritical    
HabitatHabitatHabitatHabitat    
acresacresacresacres    

TotalTotalTotalTotal    
Vacant LandVacant LandVacant LandVacant Land    

acresacresacresacres    

Wetland AtlasWetland AtlasWetland AtlasWetland Atlas    
OverlapOverlapOverlapOverlap    

acresacresacresacres    

NonNonNonNon----WetlandWetlandWetlandWetland    
Vacant LandVacant LandVacant LandVacant Land    

acresacresacresacres    

PIF District #1 269.3 274.6 543.9 98.2 445.7 

PIF District #2 164.2 81.7 245.9 43.4 202.5 

PIF District #3 335.7 34.0 369.7 11.3 358.4 

PIF District #4 554.7 221.5 776.2 91.6 684.6 

PIF District #5 836.4 459.0 1,295.4 36.4 1,259.0 

PIF District #6 572.9 275.6 848.5 48.2 800.3 

PIF District #7 503.7 244.7 748.4 53.7 694.7 

PIF District #8 371.0 234.7 605.7 41.3 564.4 

PIF District #9 425.7 170.5 596.2 91.2 505.0 

PIF District #10 457.8 436.2 894.0 24.1 869.9 

TOTAL 4,491.4 2,432.5 6,923.9 539.4 6,384.5 
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Level of Service Analysis 
The level of service for existing VCPRD 
regional parks is 5.70 acres/1,000 persons.  
When other agencies’ regional parks are added 
to the inventory, this level of service improves 
to 5.89 acres/1,000.  Both of these levels of 
service fall below the 10 acre/1,000 residents 
standard.  Table 8 includes a summary of this 
analysis. 
 
In order to meet the existing acquisition 
standard, the Department needs 1,684 
additional acres of regional parkland at the 
present time.  By 2013, 2,538 acres of regional 
parkland will be required to meet the needs of 
the projected population and 3,547 acres will 
be needed by 2025.   
 
If the Department moves forward with the 
purchase of the Camp Bonneville property in 
southeastern Clark County, a large portion of 
the present need could be met.  As defined in 
current plans, 1,000 acres of this property 
could be developed as a regional park and the 
remaining 2,000 could be retained as natural 
area.  The Department could also pursue 
opportunities to expand existing regional 
parks, such as those along the Lewis River 
and the East Fork of the Lewis River.  
Additionally, the Department has set a goal of 
achieving better geographic distribution of 
regional parks, as allowed by availability and 
suitability of sites. 
 

Level of Development Analysis  
The VCPRD has a development standard of 
18% for regional parks, to allow for a mix of 
active and passive recreational amenities and 
natural areas.  In general, currently developed 
parks meet this development standard (15-
20% development).  However, because of the 
number of undeveloped regional park sites in 
the system, the County currently faces a 
regional park development deficit of 
approximately 419 acres to meet current 

needs.  Approximately 591 acres will need to 
be developed by 2013 and 814 acres by 2025 
to meet this standard. 
 
 

TRAILS AND GREENWAYS 
The VCPRD currently manages 1,826 acres of 
trails and greenways within the planning area 
at 11 different sites.  These greenways span 
the entire County.  The Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, US 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the 
Washington Department of Natural 
Resources contribute an additional 243.56 
acres to the greenway inventory and bring the 
region’s total to nearly 2,070 acres.   

 
The VCPRD operates approximately 60 miles 
of existing trails in a series of greenways 
across the County.  The recently adopted 
County Trail and Bikeway Systems Plan proposes 
an additional 180 miles of trails within the 
planning area, expanding the small existing 
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.  There is 
currently no adopted standard for trail 
acquisition or development. 
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Public Involvement Findings 
• Trails and natural areas were among the 

most popular amenities as exhibited by 
respondents to the Community Survey.  
Almost 50% of residents responding to 
the survey had used these types of 
facilities at least once a month during the 
prior year.   

• The 2002 Assessment of Outdoor Recreation in 
Washington State found that 53% of all 
Washingtonians participated in walking 
and hiking activities.  Running, biking, and 
equestrian use also ranked high. 

• Community Survey respondents ranked 
trails and walking paths third on a list of 
potential parks and recreation priorities, 
giving it a mean score of 7.7 on a scale 
from 1 (very low priority) to 10 (very high 
priority).  Natural Areas ranked fifth. 

• Exactly 90% of respondents to the 
Community Survey reported that they 
would either somewhat or strongly 
support the expansion of trails and 
walking paths by the VCPRD.   

• Trails were repeatedly mentioned in public 
meetings as a major facility need in the 
community.  Trails and trail-related 
activities were also repeatedly mentioned 
in both stakeholder interviews and by 
Regional Meeting attendees.  Community 
Survey respondents considered trails along 
rivers as the most important trail type 
within Vancouver and Clark County. 

• Just over 60% of Community Survey 
respondents indicated that they would 
either somewhat or strongly support the 
development of equestrian trails and 
facilities by the VCPRD. 

 

Level of Service Analysis 
Neither the VCPRD nor the NRPA has a 
standard for trails and greenways at this time. 

However, given the popularity of trail-related 
activities within the VCPRD planning area, 
the County Trails and Bikeway System Plan has 
proposed to make significant additions to the 
existing trail network.  When the trails plan is 
realized, there will eventually be 240 miles of 
trail within the VCPRD planning area.    
 
To allow the Department maximum flexibility 
in responding to unforeseen opportunities 
and community demand, no specific standard 
for trails and greenways acquisitions is 
proposed.  However, the Clark County Trail 
and Bikeway Systems Plan can be used to 
determine an approximate goal for trail and 
greenway acquisitions.  The plan proposes to 
develop almost 180 additional miles of trail 
within the VCPRD planning area.  The plan 
also identifies a series of cost estimates which 
assume a 25 ft. width for trail rights-of-way.  
Given this right-of-way assumption, the total 
greenway acquisitions to be made for 
proposed trails within the VCPRD planning 
area is approximately 900 acres.   
 
 

SPECIAL USE AREAS  
The Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department currently owns 12 special use 
areas on 721 acres.  These areas include a 
variety of facilities, such as an environmental 
education center, a shooting range, and a 
sports complex.  Other providers, including 
the Columbia Land Trust, National Park 
Service, Pacific Power, and Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, add more 
than 1,136 acres of special use areas to the 
planning area, bringing the inventory total to 
1,858 acres.   

 
Public Involvement Findings 
• In the 2002 Assessment of Outdoor Recreation 

in Washington State, residents of 
Washington reported high levels of 
participation in activities that take place in 
special use areas.  Just fewer than 50% of 
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Washington residents participated in team 
sports and 13% participated in fishing and 
camping.   

• According to the Community Survey, 
80% of respondents reported that they 
would either somewhat or strongly 
support the development of outdoor 
sports complexes for competitive teams 
including soccer, baseball, and softball. 

• Recreation providers in the community 
noted the potential for large sports 
complexes during focus groups.   

• The possibility of large sports complexes 
as an economic generator was also echoed 
by key stakeholders during interviews. 

• Community Survey respondents ranked 
community centers, a facility often found 
in special use areas, first in terms of five 
potential services and facilities to expand.    

 

Level of Service Analysis 
There is currently no standard for special use 
areas, and in order to allow the Department 
flexibility in responding to potential 
acquisition opportunities, no formal standard 
is proposed.  Instead, the Department should 
pursue a policy of purchasing parcels suitable 
for special use areas as demand necessitates 
and as opportunities arise.  For example, there 
may be potential for the acquisition of small 

parcels suitable for special facilities with high 
community demand, such as gyms, pools, 
community centers, and sports fields. 
 

RRRRECREATION ECREATION ECREATION ECREATION FFFFACILITY ACILITY ACILITY ACILITY NNNNEEDSEEDSEEDSEEDS    

AAAASSESSMENTSSESSMENTSSESSMENTSSESSMENT    
 
According to the Community Survey, 
residents of Vancouver and Clark County also 
recognize the need for more recreation 
facilities within the VCPRD planning area.  
Currently, the Department provides a variety 
of recreation facilities.  The need for the 
following facilities is analyzed: 

• Baseball Fields 

• Community Centers 

• Gymnasiums 

• Off Leash Areas 

• Pools 

• Skate Parks 

• Soccer Fields 

• Softball Fields 

• Other Recreation Amenities 
 
The recreation facility inventory, presented in 
Appendix C, was used to determine the 
current level of service for recreation facilities.  
The inventory includes detailed summaries of 
facilities provided by the VCPRD, school 
districts, other cities, and private groups 
within Clark County.  These facilities are 
generally available to residents of Vancouver 
and Clark County.   
 
Table 15 presents historic NRPA guidelines 
and existing levels of service for recreation 
facilities in the VCPRD planning area.  In 
addition, Table 15 includes proposed facility 
guidelines and anticipated need.  To establish 



_____________________________________________________________________________Park & Recreation Facility Needs Analysis 

Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan | 2007____________________________________41 

these guidelines, current level of service for 
facilities was compared with historic NRPA 
guidelines, where applicable.  In cases where  
current recreation participation data was 
available, demand was used to develop 
proposed facility guidelines.  In other 
instances, a geographic distribution analysis 
was used to establish new guidelines.  
Community demand, as noted in the 
Comprehensive Plan community involvement 
process, was considered when recommending 
new guidelines as well.  No formal standards 
for recreation facilities are proposed. 
 

BASEBALL/SOFTBALL FIELDS 
Baseball fields may vary in size according to 
age group and league.  However, all baseball 
fields must have a backstop and dugouts or 
player benches, and may have a grass infield.  
An outfield fence, although desirable, is not 
required.  Fields must be level with good 
playing surface conditions. 

 

As with baseball fields, softball fields can be 
developed with different dimensions to 
accommodate different sports and varying age 
groups, but the minimum outfield dimension 
is 275 feet.  Softball fields must have a 
backstop, skinned infield, and a dugout or 
player benches.  An outfield fence is not 
required, but all fields must meet minimum 
standards for playing surfaces. 

 
Overview 
At the present time, various recreation 
providers including the VCPRD, school 
districts, and private entities supply a total of 
106 baseball and softball fields for dedicated 
league use within the urban areas of 
Vancouver.  The VCPRD and school districts 
own and operate the greatest portion of these 
fields, with private providers supplying the 
majority of the remaining fields in the 
inventory.   
 
A number of providers also work to supply 
baseball, softball, and soccer fields for league 
use in the more rural areas of Clark County.  
These providers include the VCPRD, local 
school districts, private agencies, and the cities 
of Battle Ground, Camas, La Center, 
Ridgefield, Washougal, Yacolt, and 
Woodland.  Altogether, these agencies supply 
a total of 59 baseball and softball fields for 
league use in the areas of Clark County 
outside the UGA.   
 

Public Involvement Findings 
• Just over 30% of Community Survey 

respondents reported household use of 
sports and athletic fields more than once a 
month during the prior year.   

• According to the 2002 Assessment of 
Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, 
baseball ranked eleventh out of 17 team 
sports in terms of participation in 2002.  
Softball ranked twelfth. 
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• According to the Community Survey, 
sports and athletic fields ranked eighth on 
a list of 11 potential park and recreation 
priorities with a mean score of 7.2 on a 
scale from 1 (very low priority) to 10 (very 
high priority). 

• However, 88% of Community Survey 
respondents also reported that they would 
somewhat or strongly support expansion 
of sports and athletic fields within the 
VCPRD planning area, ranking it fourth 
on a list of 11 possible services to expand 

Level of Service Analysis: Urban 
The current level of service for Department 
baseball and softball fields dedicated to league 
use inside the Vancouver UGA is 1 
field/8,178 persons.  This level of service 
improves to 1/2,700 persons when the 
baseball and softball fields of other local 
providers are added to the inventory.  The 
historic NRPA guideline for baseball and 
softball fields is 1/5,000.  The VCPRD has no 
existing standards for baseball or softball 
fields.  Table 15 includes a summary of this 
analysis. 
  
A 2004 analysis of sports field supply and 
demand conducted by E. D. Hovee & 
Company examined the need for baseball 
game fields within the Vancouver UGA.  This 
analysis used the following assumptions: 

• Existing baseball teams average 12 players 
per team; 

• Each of these teams demands two 
baseball games per week; 

• Game fields in the planning area are used 
for one game a day on Mondays through 
Thursdays and on Saturdays for four 
games, generating a net supply of eight 
games per field; and 

• Game fields are used solely for games and 
practice fields solely for practices.   

Current data indicates that there are 
approximately 4,000 baseball and softball 
league players within the urban area.  Given 
the above assumptions, this total player 
participation translates into 330 teams, which 
generate enough game field demand (at two 
games a week and 330 games) to occupy 41 
baseball and softball game facilities.  Based on 
the E. D. Hovee report, which projected 
urban sports field needs, a total of 56 urban 
baseball fields will be needed by 2013.  
Although there are currently enough fields in 
the urban area to meet this demand, 
additional fields may be needed to replace loss 
of capacity, improve geographic distribution 
of fields, or provide artificial turf fields for 
year-round play.  The Hovee report projected 
a demand for a total of 66 baseball and 
softball fields in the urban area by 2025. 
 
Because of the complexities of sports field 
demand and need inside the Vancouver UGA, 
a comprehensive needs analysis for the urban 
area has not been performed at this time.  
Instead, it is recommended that the 
Department undertake a separate detailed 
study of baseball/softball field need.  In the 
meantime, short term efforts should 
concentrate on maintaining the current 
number of fields within the Vancouver UGA.  

 
Level of Service Analysis: Rural 
The current level of service for Department 
baseball and softball fields dedicated to league  
use in the rural areas of Clark County is 1 
field/123,066 persons.  This level of service 
improves to 1/2,086 persons when the 
baseball and softball fields of other local 
providers are counted in the inventory, 
exceeding the historic NRPA guideline of 
1/5,000.  Again, the VCPRD has no existing 
standards for baseball or softball fields. Table 
15 includes a summary of this analysis.  
 



 

 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 11115555::::    RRRRECRECRECRECREATION EATION EATION EATION FFFFACILITY ACILITY ACILITY ACILITY LLLLEVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF EVEL OF SSSSERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND ERVICE AND GGGGUIDELINESUIDELINESUIDELINESUIDELINES    

    FacilityFacilityFacilityFacility    

Historic Historic Historic Historic 
NRPA NRPA NRPA NRPA 

GuidelinesGuidelinesGuidelinesGuidelines    

VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRD 
Existing Existing Existing Existing 
StandardStandardStandardStandard    

Existing FacilitiesExisting FacilitiesExisting FacilitiesExisting Facilities    

Unit of Unit of Unit of Unit of 
MeasureMeasureMeasureMeasure    TotalTotalTotalTotal    

    VCPRD Existing VCPRD Existing VCPRD Existing VCPRD Existing 
Level of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of ServiceLevel of Service    

Existing Level of Existing Level of Existing Level of Existing Level of 
Service Service Service Service 

Including Other Including Other Including Other Including Other 
Public AgenciesPublic AgenciesPublic AgenciesPublic Agencies    

Facilities NeedFacilities NeedFacilities NeedFacilities Needed to ed to ed to ed to 
AccommodateAccommodateAccommodateAccommodate    

Projected PopulationProjected PopulationProjected PopulationProjected Population    
Clark CountyClark CountyClark CountyClark County    

(2025)(2025)(2025)(2025)    

VCPRDVCPRDVCPRDVCPRDAAAA    
Other Other Other Other 

AgenciesAgenciesAgenciesAgenciesBBBB    595,603595,603595,603595,603    

Baseball/Softball Fields 1 / 5,000 N/A 36 129 each 165 1/11,369 1/2,481 37 

Urban C  N/A N/A 35 71 each 106 1/8,178 1/22,700 N/A 

Rural D N/A N/A 1 58 each 59 1/123,066 1/2,086 37 

Community Centers C N/A N/A 3 1     each 4 1/95,409 1/71,557 2 

Gymnasiums N/A N/A 3 119 each 122 1/136,431 1/3,355 2 

Off Leash Areas C N/A N/A 1 1    each 2 1/143,113 1/143,113 6  

Pools C 1 / 20,000 N/A 3 3 each 6 1/95,409 1/47,704 2 

Skate Parks C N/A N/A 2 0 each 2 1/143,113 1/143,113 2 

Soccer Fields 1 / 10,000 N/A 17 211 each 228 1/24,076 1/1,795 42 

Urban C N/A N/A 17 122 each 139 1/16,837 1/22,059 N/A 

Rural D N/A N/A 0 89 each 89 N/A 1/11,383 42 
A Includes planned facilities. 
B Includes local school districts, private providers, and other municipalities in Clark County; see Appendix C for relevant inventories. 
C Level of service and needed facilities for community centers, off leash areas, pools, skate parks, and urban fields has been calculated based on population data for the area inside the UGA: 286,226 (2006) and 
384,505 (2025). 
 D Level of service and needed facilities for rural fields has been calculated based on population data for the area outside the UGA: 123,066 (2006) and 211,908 (2025). 
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As with urban fields, a needs analysis was 
conducted for baseball and softball leagues in 
the rural unincorporated area.  However, the 
number of players and fields are less certain in 
the rural areas, and further analysis is 
recommended.  The numbers presented here 
are intended to provide a general idea of the 
number of fields needed in the rural areas.   
 
There are currently approximately 3,300 
baseball and softball players outside the 
Vancouver Urban Growth Area.  An analysis 
similar to that used by Hovee & Company 
results in a current demand for 34 fields (275 
teams).  If this demand is projected into the 
future, based on population growth, there will 
be a need for 14 additional baseball and 
softball fields in 2013, and 37 additional fields 
by 2023.  This assumes that the participation 
rate in these sports remains relatively stable 
and that any loss of capacity is replaced.  
Development of the 13 planned facilities will 
enable VCPRD to meet the majority of 
projected need by 2013. 
 

COMMUNITY CENTERS 

Community centers are facilities that provide 
a focus for recreational, social, educational, 
and cultural activities within a neighborhood 
or community.   

 
Overview 
The VCPRD currently operates three 
community centers: the Firstenburg 
Community Center, the Marshall/Luepke 
Community Center, and the Jim Parsley 
Center (through a joint agreement with the 
Vancouver School District). These 
community centers supply the region with 
over 120,000 square feet of recreation space.  
In addition, the Clark County Family YMCA 
operates a private community center facility of 
significant size, bringing the regional total to 
four.   

Public Involvement Findings 
• One of the most important benefits of 

recreation repeatedly mentioned at 
regional meetings was the ability of parks 
to facilitate community gatherings.   

• Community members repeatedly 
mentioned the need more community 
centers throughout the area in regional 
meetings, on surveys, and in 
questionnaires.   

• During focus groups, youth mentioned 
the need for additional community centers 
and indoor facilities as well. 

 
Level of Service Analysis 
The level of service for community centers 
was calculated based on population figures for 
the Vancouver urban growth area and not 
Clark County as a whole, since these facilities 
are designed for areas with higher population 
densities.  The level of service for the 
VCPRD’s existing community center facilities 
is 1 center/95,409 persons.  Adding other 
providers’ community centers to the total 
improves this level of service to 1 center/ 
71,557 persons.  Neither the Department nor 
the NRPA has an existing standard or 
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guideline for community centers.  Table 15 
includes a summary of this analysis.   
 
The 1999 Community Center Strategic Plan used a 
three mile service area radius and a geographic  
analysis to calculate community center need.  
Given the location of existing community 
centers in the Urban Growth Area, the same 
analysis conducted at the present time yields a 
need for two additional facilities, one in the 
northwest portion of the Urban Growth Area 
and one in the northeast.  These proposed 
community centers would serve both 
developed and newly developing areas of the 
Vancouver urban area.  Developing two 
additional community centers would bring the 
planning area total to six.   
 

GYMNASIUMS 
 

 

Gymnasiums must be of appropriate 
dimension for the intended use and include 
adequate space outside the baseline to ensure 
safe play.  The playing surface should consist 
of resilient flooring materials. 
 

Overview 
Each of the VCPRD’s community centers 
houses a gymnasium.  In addition to these 
three gyms, the Clark County Family YMCA 
adds two gyms, and local school districts 
contribute another 117 gyms to the inventory.  
Combined, 122 gyms are provided within the 
VCPRD planning area.    
  

Public Involvement Findings 

• According to the 2002 Assessment of 
Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, 
basketball was the fourth most popular 
team or individual sport in the state.   

• In 2002, the Assessment of Outdoor Recreation 
in Washington State found volleyball the 
tenth most popular team sport in the 
state. 

• Almost every ideal park described by 
youth focus group participants included a 
basketball court.   

 

Level of Service Analysis 
The Department’s three existing gyms result 
in a current level of service of 1/136,431 
persons.  When the large inventory of other 
providers is added, however, this level of 
service improves to 1 gym/3,355 persons.  
The Department has no existing standard for 
gymnasiums and there is no NRPA guideline 
for gymnasiums.  Table 15 includes a 
summary of this analysis.   
 
Given the large number of existing gym 
facilities within the planning area, a 
conservative approach to gym development is 
suggested.  If one additional gymnasium was 
provided in each of the two community 
centers recommended in the plan, Clark 
County would host a total of 124 gyms.  
Given the high existing level of service for 
gyms in the planning area, it is assumed that 
these gyms, in conjunction with other 
providers’, will be sufficient to accommodate 
both the current and projected populations.   
 

OFF LEASH AREAS        
Off leash areas, sometimes called dog parks, 
can be either stand alone facilities or 
dedicated portions of larger parks.  In either 
case, these areas are designed as off leash 
areas for dogs and must have secure fencing.  
Ideally, off leash areas should include shade 
structures, trash receptacles, and drinking 
fountains. 
 

Overview 
There are currently two off leash areas in the 
City of Vancouver, which are owned and 
operated through partnerships between the 
City, VCPRD, the Bonneville Power 
Administration (BPA), and Dog Owners for 
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Greater Park Access in Washington 
(DOGPAW).  One of these sites is owned by 
the BPA and located at their Ross Complex.  
The other is the VCPRD’s planned off leash 
area at Pacific Park.  When the Pacific Park 
site is completed, there will be 16.5 acres of 
off leash area inside the Vancouver UGA.   

 
Public Involvement Findings 

• Just over 70% of Community Survey 
respondents indicated that they would 
either somewhat or strongly support the 
development of off leash areas by the 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation 
Department.   

• Public meeting attendees repeatedly 
voiced the need for more dedicated off 
leash areas within the community.   

• According the 2002 Assessment of Outdoor 
Recreation in Washington State, Washington 
residents reported walking with a pet 
more often than most other outdoor 
activities.   

 

Level of Service Analysis 
Level of service for off leash areas was 
calculated based on population figures for the 
urban growth area and not the entire County, 
since the need for off leash areas is 
heightened in highly developed areas with  
smaller lot sizes.  When the off leash area at  

Pacific Park is completed, the Department’s 
level of service for these areas will be 
1/286,226 persons.  This level of service 
improves to 1/143,113 persons when the 
BPA facility is factored into the analysis.  
There is currently no VCPRD standard or 
NRPA guideline for off leash areas.  A 
summary of this analysis appears in Table 15.  
 
In the past year, the VCPRD has worked with 
local dog advocates to develop a plan for off 
leash areas in the community.  This plan finds 
a need for six additional parks within the 
planning area and suggests a minimum 
development size of five acres each.  These 
off leash areas should be distributed 
throughout the urban area, where current 
need is highest. 
 
 

POOLS 
Pools vary in size, depth, and temperature 
according to intended age group and use.  
They may be located indoors or outdoors, and 
may be recreational or competition-oriented 
in nature.  Recreational pools may include 
water features designed for use by different 
age groups, such as slides or spray elements. 
 

Overview 
The VCPRD has three indoor pools, one 
located at each of its community centers.  The 
Vancouver School District, City of Camas, 
and the Clark County Family YMCA own 
three other indoor and outdoor pools with 
public access.  For the purposes of this 
analysis, all swimming pools in private clubs 
have been excluded because of limited access 
and availability.   
 

Public Involvement Findings 
• Just over 20% of Community Survey 

respondents reported use of a “swimming 
and aquatic program” more than once a 
month during the prior year.   
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• Community Survey respondents gave 
swimming pools and aquatic programs a 
mean score of 7.1 on a scale from 1 (very 
low priority) to 10 (very high priority), 
ranking it ninth on a list of 11 potential 
priorities.   

• According to the Community Survey, 6% 
of respondents mentioned more pools 
among the “most needed improvements 
in the park and recreation system.”   

• 86% of Community Survey respondents 
also indicated that they would somewhat 
or strongly support the expansion of 
swimming and aquatic programs.   

• Nationally, participation in swimming 
activities ranked below only walking and 
camping in terms of total recreation 
participation in 2004 (NSGA 2005).   

• According to the 2002 Assessment of 
Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, 
swimming is also among the most popular 
team and individual sports in Washington, 
where it ranks second on a list of 17 
sporting activities.     

• During the public involvement process, 
the need for more pools was mentioned in 
both focus groups and regional meetings.   

 

Level of Service Analysis 
Considering Department facilities only, the 
existing level of service for pools within the 
urban area is 1 pool/95,409 persons.  When 
the three pools of other providers are factored 
into the analysis, the level of service improves 
to 1 pool/47,704 persons.  Both of these 
levels of service fall short of the historic 
NRPA guideline of 1 pool/20,000.  The 
VCPRD has no existing standard.  A 
summary of this analysis appears in Table 15.   
 

The VCPRD currently operates an indoor 
pool at each of its three community centers.  
If one additional pool is provided in each of 
the two community centers needed to satisfy 
the distribution requirements of the 1999 
Community Center Strategic Plan, there will 
eventually be a total of eight pools within the 
urban area.  These additions will allow the 
VCPRD to maintain the current level of 
service over the next twenty years. 
 

SKATE PARKS 
Skate parks must have a concrete or other 
hard surface, and may include half pipes, 
quarter pipes, and handrail elements designed 
for skateboard, BMX, or inline skate use.  A 
skate park may also contain other trick 
features, such as ramps, stairs, trick boxes, or 
pyramids.   
 

Overview 
The Department operates one existing 12,000 
s.f. skate park, Swift Skate Park, near 
downtown Vancouver.  The VCPRD recently 
began to design skate facilities as elements of 
community parks, and as a result, another 
10,000 s.f. skate park is planned for Pacific 
Park in east Vancouver.   
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Public Involvement Findings 
• 16% of Community Survey respondents 

indicated that members of their household 
participated in skating or BMX activities 
in the prior year. 

• When asked how important it is to include 
a list of five potential amenities in a 
neighborhood park, Community Survey 
respondents gave “small skateboard 
facilities” a mean score of 2.7 on a scale 
from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very 
important), the lowest ranking of the five 
listed amenities.   

• According to the Community Survey, 
64% of respondents indicated that they 
either somewhat or strongly support the 
development of skate parks by the 
VCPRD, ranking skate facilities fourth of 
five potential parks and recreation 
projects.    

• However, skate trends nationwide 
indicated that youth participation in 
skateboarding has increased 97.6% since 
1994 (NSGA 2005). 

• Skateboarding ranked ninth in terms of 
participation in the 2002 Assessment of 
Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, ahead 
of both baseball and softball (IAC 2002).   

• According to the Assessment of Outdoor 
Recreation in Washington State, the average 
Washington resident participated in 
skateboarding over ten times in the prior 
year, ranking skateboarding fifth on a list 
of 21 activities in terms of frequency of 
participation.   

 
Level of Service Analysis 
The level of service for skate parks was 
calculated based on population figures for the 
Vancouver UGA and not Clark County as a 
whole, since these facilities have historically 
been designed as community park elements.  
As a result of this approach, the planned 
facility in Battle Ground has not been 
factored into this analysis, since it will be 
located outside of the Vancouver UGA. 
Including the planned facility at Pacific Park, 
the Department’s level of service for skate 
parks is 1 park/143,113 persons. Neither the 
Department nor the NRPA has an existing 
standard for skate park facilities.  A summary 
of the level of service analysis for skate parks 
appears in Table 15. 
 
Given the rising popularity of skateboarding 
as a recreational activity, Vancouver has 
already elected to adopt a fairly innovative 
approach to skate park provision.  The 
Department’s Skate Spot program includes 
policies that suggest skate features as a basic 
element of park design.  The Skate Spot 
program encourages the development of 
major skate features within community parks 
and the inclusion of small-scale skate features, 
such as curbs and stairs, within neighborhood 
parks, where feasible. 
 
At the present time, however, the vast 
majority of the VCPRD’s community parks 
do not contain skate features.  In order to 
more adequately distribute major skate 
facilities throughout the community, it is 
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suggested that the Department assume a three 
mile service area radius and develop skate 
parks in all areas of the UGA that are 
currently unserved.  A geographic analysis of 
this kind currently yields a need for two 
additional skate parks, one in the northeast 
portion of the UGA and one in the 
northwest.   When these two skate parks are 
added to the current supply of existing and  
planned facilities, there will eventually be four 
skate parks inside the Vancouver UGA.    
 

SOCCER FIELDS 
Soccer fields can be developed in a variety of 
different sizes and can be modified to 
accommodate limited space.  In addition to 
providing space for youth and adult soccer, 
soccer fields can be adapted to accommodate 
football, Ultimate Frisbee, rugby, field hockey, 
and lacrosse, as well as unprogrammed play.   
In order to adequately support soccer activity, 
a field must be at least 50 yards x 80 yards for 
youth and 60-75 yards x 110-120 yards for 
adults.  Portable goals may be used.  Fields 
must be level without holes or mounds.   

 
Overview 
Currently, a number of recreation providers 
including the VCPRD, local school districts, 
and private agencies supply 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 VCPRD supply a 
modest number of additional fields.   
 
Various agencies also provide soccer fields for 
league use in the rural areas of Clark County.  
At the present time, these providers include 
local school districts and other cities.  The 
VCPRD also plans to construct soccer fields 
in rural Clark County in the future.  When 
combined, these agencies supply 89 soccer 

fields for league use in the areas of Clark 
County outside the UGA.   
 

Public Involvement Findings  
• According to the 2002 Assessment of 

Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, 
soccer ranked eighth amongst team sports 
in the state of Washington in terms of 
participation.    

• Just over 30% of Community Survey 
respondents reported household use of 
sports and athletic fields more than once a 
month during the prior year.   

• According to the Community Survey, 
sports and athletic fields ranked eighth on 
a list of 10 potential park and recreation 
priorities with a mean score of 7.2 on a 
scale from 1 (very low priority) to 10 (very 
high priority). 

• However, 88% of Community Survey 
respondents also reported that they would 
somewhat or strongly support expansion 
of sports and athletic fields within the 
VCPRD planning area, ranking it fourth 
on a list of 10 possible services to expand.   

 
Level of Service Analysis: Urban 
The level of service for existing and planned 
soccer fields operated by the Department 
inside the UGA is 1 field/16,837 persons.  
This level of service does not meet the 
historic NRPA guideline of 1 field/10,000.  
When other providers’ facilities are factored 
into the analysis, however, the level of service 
for soccer fields for league use within the 
planning area improves to 1/2,059.  This level 
of service far exceeds the NRPA guideline.  
VCPRD has no existing standard for soccer 
fields.  A summary of this analysis appears in 
Table 15. 
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In 2004, E.D. Hovee & Company conducted 
a game field needs analysis for soccer leagues 
in the area within the Vancouver UGA.  This 
analysis was based on several assumptions: 

• There are 16 players per team on the 
average soccer team within the planning 
area 

• Each of these soccer teams plays one 
game per week 

• Game fields in the planning area are used 
only on Saturdays for a total of four 
games per field 

• Game fields are used solely for games. 
 
Current data indicates that there are 
approximately 5,400 league soccer players 
within the urban area.  Given the above 
assumptions, this total player participation 
translates into 320 teams, which generate 
enough game field demand to occupy 40 
soccer game facilities.  Based on the E.D.  
Hovee report, which projected urban sports 
field needs, a total of 52 urban soccer fields 
will be needed by 2013, and a total of 61 by 
2024.  Although there are currently enough 
fields in the urban area to meet this demand, 
additional fields may be needed to replace loss 

of capacity or improve geographic distribution 
of fields. 
 
Because of the complexities of sports field 
demand and need inside the Vancouver UGA, 
a more detailed needs analysis for the urban 
area has not been performed at this time.  
Instead, it is recommended that a separate 
study of soccer fields be conducted.  In the 
meantime, short term efforts should 
concentrate on maintaining the current 
number of fields within the Vancouver UGA.   

 
Level of Service Analysis: Rural 
The Department currently provides no soccer 
fields outside the UGA.  When other 
providers’ fields are factored into the analysis, 
the level of service for soccer fields for league 
use outside the planning area improves to 
1/1,383.  This level of service exceeds the 
NRPA guideline of 1 field/10,000.  Again, the 
VCPRD has no existing standard for soccer 
fields.  A summary of the level of service 
analysis for rural soccer fields appears in 
Table 15. 
 
As with urban fields, a needs analysis was 
conducted for soccer leagues in the rural 
unincorporated area.  However, the number 
of players and fields are less certain in the 
rural areas, and further analysis is 
recommended.  The numbers presented here 
are intended to provide a general idea of the 
number of fields needed in the rural areas.   
 
There are currently approximately 4,900 
league soccer players outside the Vancouver 
Urban Growth Area.  An analysis similar to 
that designed by Hovee results in a current 
demand for 33 fields (260 teams).  If this 
demand is projected into the future based on 
population growth, there will be a need for an 
additional 20 soccer fields by 2013, and 42 
fields by 2023.  This assumes that the 
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participation rate in these sports remains 
relatively stable and that any loss of capacity is 
replaced.  Development of the 12 planned 
facilities will enable VCPRD to meet over half 
of projected need by 2013. 
 

OTHER RECREATIONAL AMENITIES 
Emerging recreational activities and 
community input supports the consideration 
of other recreational facilities and amenities in 
this plan.  These facilities include arboretums 
and demonstration gardens, boat launches, 
camping facilities, disc golf courses, and 
equestrian trails.  The VCPRD currently has 
no standards for any of these facilities. 
 

Arboretums and Demonstration Gardens 
During the planning process, members of the 
community expressed an interest in additional 
arboretums in Clark County.  These types of 
facilities offer residents opportunities to learn 
about, view, and experience native habitats, 
wildlife, and natural processes.  Over half of 
residents participate in wildlife observation 
annually, according to the Community Survey.   
Existing arboretums/gardens include the 
Evergreen Arboretum, the CASEE Center’s 
wildlife gardens, the Columbia Springs 
Education Center’s Native Plant Garden and 
the Water Resource Center’s Backyard 
Garden.  Additional gardens or arboretums 
could de developed through donations and 
partnerships with community agencies. 
 

Boat Launches 
With the rising popularity of motorized and 
non-motorized boating, including canoeing 
and kayaking, there will be a need to create 
additional boat launch and water access points 
in Clark County.  These access points should 
be distributed throughout the County along 
major waterways, including the Columbia 
River and its associated wetlands, as well as 
the East and North Forks of the Lewis River.  

Siting of access points should consider habitat 
and environmental quality, distances between 
points, river currents and channel patterns, 
available amenities, and the recommendations 
of the Regional Trail and Bikeways Systems Plan.  
Additionally, the Department could work 
towards developing a water trail along the 
Columbia River through continued 
partnership with the Lower Columbia River 
Estuary Partnership. 
 

Camping Facilities 
According to the Community Survey results 
and regional recreation trends, camping is one 
of the most popular outdoor recreational 
activities in the County.  Currently 
Washington State Parks operates 
campgrounds for both RV and tent use at 
Battle Ground and Paradise Point State Parks.  
The County is also home to a number of 
private campgrounds.  The VCPRD currently 
plans to build and operate camping facilities at 
two regional parks – Captain William Clark 
Park (RV and tent) and Frenchman’s Bar 
(yurts).  The future provision of camping 
facilities by VCPRD should be based on 
continued need for close-to-home camping 
opportunities, the Department’s ability to 
operate such facilities, and the ability of other 
providers to provide sufficient facilities, 
accessible to the community, to meet demand. 
 

Community Gardens 
The Community Survey demonstrated a high 
level of community interest in community 
gardens – 75% of respondents supported  
expanding community vegetable and flower 
gardens.  Currently VCPRD operates a 
community garden at Marshall Community 
Park.  Other gardens in the County are 
operated by private non-profit, church, and 
school groups.  Community gardens offer 
residents a place to grow produce and flowers, 
become more educated about healthy eating 
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practices and gardening, interact with other 
community members, and exercise.  Studies of 
community gardens around the country have 
documented a myriad of benefits to  
participants and surrounding neighborhoods,  
including improved health and wellness, 
environmental benefits, and reduced crime.  
VCPRD could work with community 
partners, including those in the health, 
education, and cultural fields to provide 
additional community gardens in the urban 
area. 
 

Golf Courses 
Tri-Mountain Golf Course is currently owned 
by Clark County and operated under a 
management agreement.  This is an 18-hole 
course located on 132 acres located near the 
Ridgefield interchange. 
 

Disc Golf Courses 
Public involvement has indicated an interest 
in siting a disc golf course in Clark County, as 
there are currently none open to the public.  
Disc golf, similar to traditional golf except 
that the ball and club are replaced by a flying 
disc, has been gaining in popularity in the 
northwest and nationwide.  The National 
Professional Disc Golf Association claims 
participation has increased 10% annually in 
recent years, and notes a rapid growth in the 
number of courses nationwide.   
 
Disc golf courses are generally placed in 
wooded or combination wooded/open areas 
and require partially cleared understories to 
create fairways.  The VCPRD could work 
with existing community groups, individuals, 
and businesses to construct and operate a disc 
golf course in the Vancouver vicinity.  Such a 
facility could also encourage more consistent 
use of underutilized park areas.  
  

Equestrian Trails 

Members of the community have expressed 
interest in additional equestrian trails and 
facilities, primarily through the Clark County 
Equestrian Council.  Currently trails exist at 
Whipple Creek, Salmon Creek, and 
Frenchman’s Bar Regional parks.  In general, 
horses must be transported by trailer to these 
trailheads, so trails of sufficient length with 
adequate parking facilities should be provided.   
 
To encourage use by equestrians and limit 
user conflicts, equestrian trails should ideally 
be of a soft surface and separated from 
walking/bicycling trails.  Future equestrian 
trails are envisioned outside the City of 
Vancouver along the following trail corridors 
(Clark County Trail and Bikeway System Plan):  

• Lewis & Clark Greenway Trail 

• Chelatchie Prairie Railroad Trail 

• Lake to Lake Trail 

• Salmon Creek Greenway Trail 

• I-5 Corridor Trail 

• I-205 Corridor Trail 

• East Fork Lewis River Greenway Trail 

• Washougal River Corridor Trail 

• North Fork Lewis River Trail 

• Whipple Creek Greenway Trail 
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• North/South Powerline Trail 

• East Powerline Trail 

• Livingston Mountain/Dole Valley Trail 

• Camp Bonneville Trail 
 
Development of these trails, in conjunction 
with agency and community partners, would 
provide equestrian opportunities throughout  
the County in a variety of natural  

environments.  In addition, equestrian trails 
are envisioned at Camp Bonneville and Green 
Mountain Regional Parks, though 
development of these parks is not anticipated 
in the next six years. 
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5555....        GGGGOALS OALS OALS OALS &&&&    OOOOBJECTIVESBJECTIVESBJECTIVESBJECTIVES    
 
This chapter of the Comprehensive Plan 
describes goals and objectives designed to 
enhance the parks, recreation facilities, and 
open space offered by the Vancouver-Clark 
Parks and Recreation Department.  These 
goals and objectives were developed based on 
both public involvement findings and 
technical analysis.  A list of accompanying 
policies the Department adopted in previous 
plans is included in Appendix F. 
 
Goals and objectives are designed to, when 
implemented, help the Department achieve its 
vision: 
 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation will help build 
a healthy community, protect the natural environment, 
and support a high quality of life for all residents. 

 
 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 1111    
 

PROVIDE A BALANCED, 
COMPREHENSIVE, AND 

INTERCONNECTED PARK, TRAIL, AND 

OPEN SPACE SYSTEM 
 
The VCPRD will strive to create a network of 
parks and open spaces that are connected via 
trails, bikeways, streets, bus routes, and 
wildlife corridors.  This system will link all 
parts of the VCPRD planning area into one 
diverse and integrated system, and provide a 
wider variety of recreation opportunities to all 
Clark County residents. 

1-1. Provide a diverse system of parks and 
natural areas, including neighborhood 
parks, community parks, regional 
parks, natural areas, trails and 
greenways, and special use areas. 

1-2. Distribute parks and open spaces 
equitably throughout the UGA and 
the planning area by allocating needed 
parkland to areas that are currently 
underserved, including areas of high 
projected growth. 

1-3. Balance the need to provide new 
parks and open space with the need to 
protect and preserve existing public 
investments. 

1-4. Balance the need to act on 
unanticipated opportunities and the 
implementation of a long term 
strategy for the provision of parks, 
trails, and open space. 

1-5. Balance community-wide interest and 
the interests of neighborhoods and 
individuals when planning and 
designing the Department’s park and 
open space system. 
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1-6. Create connections between parks, 
recreation, and open space and other 
community destinations through the 
development of bike and pedestrian 
trails, water trails, and habitat 
corridors. 

1-7. Work with transit agencies to provide 
public transportation access to parks 
and open space. 

1-8. Evaluate transportation barriers 
affecting the ability of existing parks 
to serve residents effectively, and 
develop strategies, such as providing 
sidewalks, bike paths, bike lanes, and 
bridges, to increase accessibility and 
maximize the number of residents 
served. 

1-9. Purchase natural areas based on 
natural resource value, the significance 
of the resource, and the contribution 
to Clark County’s greater open space 
network. 

1-10. Implement a site inventory process, in 
which new park sites are assessed 
prior to Level 1 development, to 
inform future preservation and 
development decisions. 

1-11. Prepare master plans for parkland 
prior to development, major 
improvement, or renovation to 
promote cohesive, quality design and 
to ensure plans are consistent with 
community needs. 

 
 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 2222    
 

PROVIDE DIVERSE RECREATIONAL 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL RESIDENTS 
 
The VCPRD will provide a variety of 
recreation facilities and programs that engage 

a broad cross-section of the community, 
including residents of all ages, abilities, and 
economic and cultural backgrounds.  The 
Department will strive to make all recreation 
facilities and programs geographically, 
physically, socially, and economically 
accessible to all members of the community. 

2-1. Provide recreation opportunities for 
residents of all ages, abilities, and 
economic and cultural backgrounds. 

2-2. Develop a variety of recreation 
facilities and programs to meet the 
needs of a broad range of community 
members.   

2-3. Involve diverse community members 
in park and recreation planning. 

2-4. Consider physical, economic, cultural, 
and social accessibility when planning, 
designing, and operating parks and 
facilities. 

2-5. Assess changing needs and priorities 
in the VCPRD planning area at least 
every six years, and adapt programs 
and facilities to these changes as they 
occur.   

2-6. Develop an ADA transition plan to 
improve accessibility in parks and 
facilities. 

2-7. Develop recreation facilities and 
programs that address the specific 
needs of target populations, such as 
older residents and low-income youth. 

2-8. Maintain and enhance Department 
scholarships and other mechanisms to 
support recreation access for low 
income residents. 

2-9. Conduct a detailed analysis of need 
for sports fields in both urban and 
rural areas of the County. 
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2-10. Work with partners to develop and 
maintain accurate inventories and 
evaluations of sports fields owned by 
the Department and other agencies.   

2-11. Consider providing dedicated sports 
fields in complexes to accommodate 
tournament play and to achieve 
maintenance and programming 
efficiencies.   

2-12. Develop flexible multi-use fields to 
accommodate existing and emerging 
sports during different seasons. 

2-13. Develop a financial feasibility study 
for all new community and aquatic 
centers before construction. 

2-14. Build multi-use community facilities 
with adaptable programming space 
whenever feasible, rather than single 
purpose buildings, such as senior or 
youth centers. 

2-15. Include gymnasiums in all future 
multi-use community centers. 

2-16. Coordinate with the Clark County 
Trails and Bikeways System Plan and 
transportation plan to provide a 
variety of trail types, including multi-
use, bicycle, and pedestrian trails, in 
the developed trail system.   

 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 3333    
 

BE EFFECTIVE STEWARDS OF THE LAND 
 
The Department will promote an ethic of 
preservation, conservation, and sustainability 
through outdoor recreation opportunities, 
environmental education, and planning, 
design, and maintenance. 
 
 
 

Natural Area Acquisition 
3-1. Identify and acquire significant natural 

areas to meet outdoor recreation and 
habitat protection needs. 

3-2. Develop greenbelts and other 
corridors that provide wildlife habitat 
connectivity. 

3-3. Identify opportunities to convert 
underutilized active recreation areas to 
natural areas. 

 

Natural Area Management 
3-4. Incorporate natural resource 

enhancement into plans for park and 
facility development where 
appropriate.   

3-5. Develop an integrated system-wide 
plan for the management of natural 
areas which includes funding sources 
and incorporates the Urban Forestry 
Program. 

3-6. Develop and manage natural areas to 
protect and enhance significant natural 
resources, including sensitive habitats 
and native species.  

3-7. Enhance resources to improve habitat 
and eliminate invasive species through 
partnerships, volunteer coordination, 
and additional funding for 
maintenance.   
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3-8. Develop, monitor, and update site 
master plans and management plans 
for natural areas that identify key 
functions, where to avoid or minimize 
development, and how to maintain or 
enhance natural functions. 

3-9. Manage vegetation in natural areas to 
maintain or enhance native plant 
diversity, ecosystem function, and 
wildlife habitat; remove or control 
non-native invasive plant species and 
replace with native trees and shrubs 
where appropriate and feasible. 

3-10. Retain, replace, and introduce native 
plants wherever appropriate. 

3-11. Emphasize integrated pest 
management (IPM) techniques and 
encourage staff development in these 
techniques. 

 

Education & Stewardship 
3-12. Emphasize environmental education 

and foster stewardship in Department 
marketing materials, signage, and 
programming. 

3-13. Provide signage and interpretive 
materials to educate the public on 
natural areas management needs, 
goals, and practices. 

3-14. Develop and adopt a comprehensive 
sustainability strategy for the planning, 
design, and management of parks, 
recreation facilities, and open space 
that includes:  

• A definition of sustainability as it 
relates to Department services 

• A set of sustainability standards or 
best management practices for 
Department services 

• A series of baseline sustainability 
indicators which can be used to 
inventory and assess current 
practices 

3-15. Implement staff training to develop 
understanding of the Department’s 
environmental goals and practices. 

3-16. Explore opportunities to provide 
recycling options in parks. 

 

Urban Forestry 
3-17. Expand the urban tree canopy in 

conjunction with the Urban Forestry 
Program. 

3-18. Recognize tree canopy as an effective 
means to improve water and air 
quality and as an essential component 
of green infrastructure; restore tree 
canopy to optimize these 
environmental benefits. 

3-19. Preserve existing tree canopy within 
the City of Vancouver through Urban 
Forestry Program implementation of 
effective policies, planning, and code 
enforcement. 

3-20. Implement projects and programs 
through Urban Forestry Program to 
achieve the goal of 28 percent total 
tree canopy in Vancouver. 

3-21. Foster an ethic of environmental 
stewardship through natural resource 
education, outreach, and hands-on 
volunteerism, including Urban 
Forestry’s NeighborWoods program, 
Tree Talk workshop series, an annual 
Arbor Day celebration and volunteer 
tree planting events. 
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GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 4444    
 

PRESERVE OUR HISTORIC AND 

CULTURAL HERITAGE 
 
Vancouver has a significant historical legacy 
and a wealth of cultural and historical 
resources.  The VCPRD will provide 
opportunities to enhance appreciation of this 
heritage, promote community stewardship 
and historical preservation, and provide high-
quality cultural and historical experiences. 
 

Acquisition & Preservation 
4-1. Identify and acquire historic sites, 

where possible, as part of a 
commitment to the area’s cultural 
heritage. 

4-2. Partner with other providers, 
including the U.S.  National Park 
Service, to preserve and maintain sites 
with significant historical value.   

4-3. Administer the Heritage Tree Program 
to preserve trees of natural, cultural, 
historical, or horticultural significance 
in Vancouver. 

 

Education 
4-4. Use interpretive signage and design 

features in parks and facilities to 
celebrate the natural and cultural 
history of the area.   

4-5. Use marketing materials to promote 
understanding of the community’s 
cultural and natural history.   

4-6. Enhance opportunities for public art 
in parks, including performance art 
and temporary art installations. 

 
 
 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 5555    
 

MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE EXISTING 

PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES 
 
The VCPRD will maintain and revitalize parks 
and facilities to support recreation activities, 
protect existing investments, maximize 
maintenance efficiencies, and improve user 
safety and accessibility. 

5-1. Establish and meet park maintenance 
standards.   

5-2. Develop capital improvement plans, 
criteria for prioritization, and 
schedules aimed at addressing 
deficiencies in existing parks.   

5-3. Develop and regularly update asset 
management plans to promote 
efficiency and stewardship system-
wide.   

5-4. Establish maintenance unit costs and 
annually review these for budgeting 
purposes for the following: 

• Park development 

• Natural areas 

• Trails 
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• Recreation facilities 

• Special use areas 

5-5. Design new parks for efficient 
maintenance by developing 
maintenance management plans prior 
to construction, evaluating operational 
impacts and feasibility, and involving 
maintenance and program staff in the 
design process. 

5-6. Incorporate labor-saving elements, 
such as mow strips, in park design. 

5-7. Standardize and upgrade park site 
furnishings for ease of maintenance. 

5-8. Budget and schedule for system-wide 
renovation programs of critical 
recreation components, including 
fields, courts, play areas, and 
amenities.   

5-9. Provide a routine preventive 
maintenance program for all parks, 
facilities, equipment, vehicles, and 
other assets. 

5-10. When upgrading or renovating 
existing parks and recreation facilities, 
add features that meet current needs, 
address ADA accessibility issues, and 
maximize maintenance and operations 
efficiencies. 

5-11. Increase tree canopy on existing park 
properties within the City of 
Vancouver through Urban Forestry’s 
Canopy Restoration Program; 
prioritize tree planting projects based 
on disparity between existing canopy 
and the target level of 62 percent tree 
canopy cover for neighborhood parks 
and 46 percent for community parks.   

 
 
 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 6666    
 

CREATE A DYNAMIC AND EFFECTIVE 

ORGANIZATION 
 
The VCPRD will respond efficiently and 
effectively to the community’s evolving 
priorities and needs.  The Department will be 
accessible and responsive to the community it 
serves, creating new policies, procedures and 
technologies in response to changing needs 
over time. 

6-1. Continue developing a work 
environment that promotes trust, 
respect, open communication, and 
teamwork between all levels of staff. 

6-2. Regularly evaluate the employment 
needs of the Department and hire 
adequate staff.   

6-3. Implement programs to retain 
employees, such as regular staff 
development and training on a wide 
range of topics, including natural 
resource stewardship, diversity, and 
inclusion. 

6-4. Consider the viability of different 
organizational models and make 
structural changes as appropriate. 

6-5. Develop a business plan. 

6-6. Implement new technology to 
improve service delivery, where 
applicable.   

6-7. Consider developing a ranger program 
to improve park maintenance and 
security. 

6-8. Create a policy manual to document 
existing policies and guide future 
decisions. 
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6-9. Provide leadership, management, and 
expertise for the acquisition, planning, 
design, and implementation of 
projects involving parks, open space, 
and recreation facility resources 
throughout the planning area. 

6-10. Develop a consistent project 
management system with an aim 
toward project implementation.   

6-11. Engage citizens committed to trees, 
the environment, and public service 
through Vancouver Urban Forestry 
Commission.   

6-12. Recruit and train committed 
volunteers to assist with outreach, 
education, preservation, maintenance, 
and planting projects. 

 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 7777    
 

ACQUIRE ADEQUATE FUNDING TO 

MEET NEEDS 
 
The VCPRD will use a variety of long- and 
short-term funding strategies to provide 
dependable funding for parks, facilities, and 
open space acquisition, development, and 
maintenance.  New revenue generating ideas, 
such as entrepreneurial projects, sponsorships, 
and joint ventures, will be explored and 
considered. 

 
7-1. Exercise fiscal responsibility in all 

acquisitions and expenditures. 

7-2. Hire a development director to 
manage revenue-generating efforts 
and coordinate philanthropy.   

7-3. Develop a policy for managing 
donations and grants, and establish a 
program that tracks and maximizes 
these resources.   

7-4. Develop a matching grant program to 
support community groups and 
expand Department fiscal resources. 

7-5. Work with the Parks Foundation to 
expand their capabilities. 

7-6. Consider voter-approved initiatives, 
such as bonds and serial levies, to 
finance improvements. 

7-7. Maintain general fund support of 
parks, recreation programs, and 
maintenance. 

7-8. Create an “Opportunity Fund” to act 
on future opportunities to protect 
natural areas or acquire parkland as it 
becomes available. 

7-9. Develop more rental facilities, such as 
meeting spaces, wedding sites, and 
reservable group picnic areas, which 
can generate revenue and provide an 
important service to the community. 

7-10. Periodically update all fees and 
charges to reflect market rates. 

7-11. Maintain the partnership with 
Vancouver’s Department of Public 
Works to fund the Urban Forestry 
Program and tree canopy restoration 
activities.   

 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 8888    
 

BUILD STRONG PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Strong community collaboration brings 
additional resources to parks and recreation 
and enhances community ownership and 
support of parks, facilities, and programs.  
The VCPRD will continue to cultivate strong, 
positive partnerships with public, private, and 
non-profit organizations in order to unite 
community efforts to acquire, develop, and 
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maintain parks, recreation facilities, and open 
space. 

8-1. Develop a liaison position to manage 
the interface between the Department 
and community partners.   

8-2. Pursue and maintain effective 
partnerships with governmental, 
public, private, and non-profit 
organizations to maintain parks and 
recreation facilities. 

8-3. Coordinate planning efforts with 
other regional agencies and with 
regional planning efforts such as the 
Clark County Trail and Bikeway Systems 
Plan, Urban Forestry Program, and 
Conservation Futures. 

8-4. Work with local economic 
development agencies to develop 
plans and designs for parks, natural 
areas, trails, recreation facilities and 
programs as part of a comprehensive 
economic development strategy for 
Vancouver and Clark County.   

8-5. Improve coordination of long-range 
planning efforts with local school 
districts to ensure the availability and 
accessibility of play areas, athletic 
fields, and indoor facilities. 

8-6. Work with local businesses to 
promote employee health and 
wellness through the use of VCPRD 
parks and recreation. 

8-7. Partner with the private sector to 
provide services and amenities, such 
as vendors in parks. 

8-8. Build school partnerships to develop 
joint facilities and promote health and 
wellness in youth.   

8-9. Consider partnerships for joint facility 
acquisition, development, and 

maintenance for community centers, 
athletic fields, and other major 
facilities. 

8-10. Work with the local health community 
to acquire and develop parks and 
facilities with a specific aim toward 
community health, such as running 
trails. 

8-11. Partner with local hospitals, schools, 
and other agencies to develop and 
fund outreach that promotes 
community health through parks and 
recreation.   

8-12. Formalize partnerships through 
written agreements that specify 
responsibilities, liability, financial and 
other terms, including provisions for 
how to transition or end partnerships. 

8-13. Evaluate partnerships to review their 
effectiveness and to identify areas for 
improvement.   

8-14. Expand capacity of the Urban 
Forestry Program by partnering with 
other agencies, school districts, 
business and industry organizations, 
non-profit groups, neighborhood 
associations, and others.   

8-15. Maintain and strengthen the Urban 
Forestry Program partnership with 
Friends of Trees to conduct 
community-based neighborhood and 
natural area tree planting projects. 

 

GGGGOAL OAL OAL OAL 9999    
 

REFLECT THE COMMUNITY WE SERVE 
 
By involving community members in 
planning, designing, and implementing park 
and recreation opportunities, the VCPRD can 
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be more responsive, accountable, and creative 
in meeting community needs, thereby 
reflecting the desires of residents and sharing 
community priorities. 
 

Public Information and Marketing 
9-1. Develop a marketing team with the 

objective of increasing awareness and 
use of parks and facilities. 

9-2. Update and implement the marketing 
and public relations plan to continue 
to inform residents about programs, 
parks, natural areas and facilities and 
to reach a broader audience, including 
new residents. 

9-3. Implement a consistent park signage 
program for use throughout the 
system. 

9-4. Implement benefits-based marketing 
strategies to increase awareness and 
participation. 

9-5. Reference the website, 
www.vanclarkparks-rec.org, in all 
marketing efforts and update the 
website periodically to maximize 
marketing opportunities. 

9-6. Incorporate new technologies that 
enhance community access to 
information. 

9-7. Seek alternative methods of increasing 

awareness, such as community open 
houses, presentations to 
neighborhood groups, and booths at 
community events. 

9-8. Continue providing information about 
accessibility for people with disabilities 
in all marketing materials and provide 
outreach to inform people with 
disabilities about recreation 
opportunities.   

9-9. Identify and implement ways to 
improve information dissemination to 
all residents. 

9-10. Strengthen relationships with local 
media. 

9-11. Develop materials that communicate 
the benefits of parks and recreation, 
programs and services offered, and 
their impacts to better position the 
Department within the community. 

9-12. Encourage use of parks and natural 
areas by providing maps and 
information online, in the parks and 
recreation catalog, at trail heads and 
public counters, and in newspaper 
articles or notices. 

9-13. Develop outreach materials to 
communicate evolving trends in parks 
and open space management to 
promote stewardship and public 
understanding. 

9-14. Consider use of temporary on-site 
interpretive signage as appropriate to 
clearly identify public benefits of 
maintenance and development efforts.   

9-15. Provide public information to educate 
the community about parks 
maintenance issues and benefits, such 
as invasive species, vandalism, play 
area safety, native plants, etc. 
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9-16. Support community- and 
neighborhood-building efforts by 
continuing to sponsor and participate 
in events such as grand openings, 
community service projects, and 
volunteer recognition events. 

9-17. Track and measure the effectiveness 
of the public information program on 
a regular, ongoing basis. 

 

Public Involvement 
9-18. Develop a Department-wide public 

involvement policy. 

9-19. Continue involving citizens in 
planning and development for capital 
projects, as well as in program 
development. 

9-20. Develop innovative strategies to 
improve citizen involvement in parks 
and open space planning efforts, such 
as teleconferences, electronic on-line 
chat rooms, child care at meetings, 
and partnerships with schools. 

9-21. Develop and administer methods to 
measure performance of public 
involvement efforts over time on a 
regular basis. 

9-22. Identify segments of the community 
that are under-represented in 
community discussions and develop 
new tools to increase their 
involvement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9-23. Develop and maintain stakeholder 
lists and provide targeted outreach 
relating to key program and service 
areas, addressing uses such as biking, 
walking, hiking, and natural resource 
protection. 

9-24. Assess community needs and update 
the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Plan every six years to 
respond to changing trends. 

 

Volunteerism 
9-25. Hire a coordinator to recruit 

volunteers for all programs, including 
youth and senior community service 
volunteers.   

9-26. Develop a coordinated volunteer 
recruitment, training, and recognition 
program. 

9-27. Engage volunteers in park and facility 
maintenance efforts.   

9-28. Emphasize community involvement 
and volunteerism to involve 
individuals, groups, and businesses in 
the planning, design, maintenance, 
operation, and programming of parks 
and recreation facilities. 

9-29. Develop adoption program to 
promote the maintenance of all 
significant parks, trails, recreation, and 
open space facilities.   

9-30. Market volunteerism as a recreation 
activity. 
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6666....        IIIIMPLEMENTATIONMPLEMENTATIONMPLEMENTATIONMPLEMENTATION    
 

This chapter of the Comprehensive Plan 
identifies an implementation strategy for 
specific proposed improvements.  It outlines 
the process used to select and prioritize 
projects.  It identifies existing funding sources 
and projects potential revenues for the next 
six years.  It summarizes estimated costs for 
high priority projects identified in the 
Department Capital Facilities Plan (CFP), and 
identifies the projected difference between 
revenues and needed improvements.  Finally, 
it describes a number of funding sources 
which might be used to offset additional 
projected revenue needs.  It also identifies 
anticipated estimated maintenance and 
operations costs associated with the CFP.     
 

 

PPPPROJECT ROJECT ROJECT ROJECT PPPPRIORITIESRIORITIESRIORITIESRIORITIES    
 
The development of the Comprehensive Plan 
involved a detailed analysis of the park system 
and an assessment of park, recreation, and 
open space needs.  As might be expected, the 
cost of meeting those recreation needs far 
exceeds the VCPRD’s existing financial 
capabilities.  In response to this anticipated 
shortfall, Department staff and the Parks 
Advisory Commission prioritized planned 
projects using the following criteria: 

• Acquisition: Projects were prioritized based 
on their ability to meet community needs 
as defined by proposed acquisition 
standards.  Priority was also given to 
projects in underserved areas or areas of 
significant anticipated population growth.  
In addition, sites that contain unique 
characteristics, help create a connected 
system, or enhance partnerships with 
other agencies were given high priority.   

� Development: As with acquisition, priority 
was given to projects that help the 
Department meet its development 
standards, provide for areas that are 
currently underserved, or anticipate 
projected population growth.  In addition, 
older undeveloped sites and sites in 
established neighborhoods were given 
high priority, as were sites that help create 
operating efficiencies. 

� Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site 
Improvements: For maintenance projects, 
priority was determined based on their 
ability to help meet maintenance 
standards, create cost efficiencies, 
preserve existing assets, improve public 
safety and accessibility, and reduce 
environmental impacts. 
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• Trails: Priority was given to trail projects 
that are included in the Clark County Trail 
and Bikeway Systems Plan, help complete 
trails, improve pedestrian and bike safety, 
or enhance transportation alternatives.   

 
Based on these criteria, projects were assigned 
either high priority (to be completed in the 
next 6 years) or low priority (to be completed 
in the next 20 years) (Appendix G).  High 
priority projects are summarized by category 
in Table 16.  Appendix H includes maps 
showing the locations for these projects. 
 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 11116666::::    HHHHIGH IGH IGH IGH PPPPRIORITY RIORITY RIORITY RIORITY PPPPROJECTS BY ROJECTS BY ROJECTS BY ROJECTS BY CCCCATEGORYATEGORYATEGORYATEGORY    

Project TypeProject TypeProject TypeProject Type    # Projects# Projects# Projects# Projects    

V
an
co
u
ve
r 

Urban Park Acquisition 17 
Urban Park Development 24 
Park Improvements & Repair 43 
Facility Dev.  & Improvements 7 
Trail Dev.  & Improvements 21 
Urban Forestry 19 

Total 131 

U
rb
an
 U
n
in
co
rp
.  
A
re
a 
 Urban Park Acquisition 15 

Urban Park Development 40 
Park Improvements & Repair  8 
GCPD Trail Acquisition  & 
Development 

6 

Trail Dev.  & Improvements  5 
Facility Dev.  & Improvement 8 
Planning 7 
Conservation Area Acquisition 4 

Total 93 

C
la
rk
 C
o
u
n
ty
 R
eg
io
n
al
  

Regional Park Development 7 
Reg.  Park Improvements & 
Repair 

11 

Trail Dev.  & Improvements  7 
Facility Dev.  & Improvements 8 
Open Space Preservation  
& Planning 

7 

Planning 6 
Conservation Area Acquisitions 8 
Regional Park Acquisition 3 

Total 57 
Total All Projects Total All Projects Total All Projects Total All Projects     222281818181    
 

FFFFINANCING INANCING INANCING INANCING SSSSTRATEGYTRATEGYTRATEGYTRATEGY    
 
The financing strategy is designed to meet five 
goals: 

• Retain existing revenue sources; 

• Update existing revenue sources to keep 
pace with rising costs and market 
conditions; 

• Maximize revenue potential through cost 
efficiencies and partnerships; 

• Seek outside funding sources such as 
grants and donations; and 

• Explore new funding sources to meet 
current deficits and needs. 

 

EEEEXISTING XISTING XISTING XISTING FFFFUNDING UNDING UNDING UNDING SSSSOURCESOURCESOURCESOURCES    
 
In order to forecast future revenues, 
assumptions were made for each existing 
revenue source.  These assumptions, 
described below, were used to forecast total 
revenue over a six year period from 2006 to 
2012.  Table 17 provides a summary of 
projected revenues for this six-year period. 
 
The three primary revenue sources for 
parkland acquisition and development are a 
real estate excise tax (REET), the 
Conservation Futures program, and Park 
Impact Fees (PIFs), each of which is 
described in more detail below.   REET and 
PIFs are primarily used for park acquisition 
and development inside the Vancouver UGA, 
while Conservation Futures money is used to 
acquire natural areas in the rural portions of 
the County.  There is a current lack of funding 
for trail development and regional park 
facilities in the VCPRD planning area.   
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PARK IMPACT FEES (PIFS) 
Park Impact Fees are paid by residential 
developers to offset the cost of additional 
neighborhood and community park needs 
created by their developments.  Park Impact 
Fees are composed of acquisition and 
development components.  The acquisition 
component reflects the cost of acquiring new 
parkland necessary to meet parkland 
standards.  The development component 
reflects the cost of developing parkland to a 
basic level.   
 
At the present time, PIF fees average about 
$2,100 per single family home in the City of 
Vancouver and about $2,000 per household in 
the unincorporated areas inside the 
Vancouver UGA.  Given these rates, it is 
assumed that projected income from park 
impact fees over the next six years will total 
approximately $25.7 million for acquisition 
and $9.2 million for development.  There are 
also existing PIF balances totaling 
approximately $13.3 million for acquisition 
and $6 million for development.  This results 
in a total of $39 million for PIF acquisition 
and $15.2 million for PIF development. 

 
REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX (REET)  
The real estate excise tax (REET) is imposed 
at the time of a real estate sale.  This tax does 
not require the vote of the people but the 
amount cannot exceed one quarter of one 
percent of the sale.  Three REETs are 
currently imposed; one covering the City of 
Vancouver (REET-C), one covering the 
Urban-Unincorporated area (REET-U), and 
one covering the remaining unincorporated 
areas of the County (REET-R).  All three 
REETs are currently imposed at their 
maximum rate.  A portion of City REET is 
dedicated to debt service on the Firstenburg 
and Marshall Community Center projects.  

Projected revenues from REET total 
approximately $16.4 million for City REET, 
$21 million for Urban REET, and $11 million 
for Regional REET. 
 

CONSERVATION FUTURES 
The Board of County Commissioners adopted 
the Conservation Futures Levy in 1985.  This 
6.25 cent/$1,000 assessed value property tax 
is levied for the purpose of acquiring open 
space, critical habitat, farm, and timber lands.  
Conservation Futures revenue has historically 
been used for the acquisition and preservation 
of natural areas, open space, and greenways.  
However, some sites have been purchased for 
regional park and trail use as well.  Since its 
enactment, the program has helped to 
preserve over 3,800 acres of open space in 
Clark County at a cost of approximately $38.4 
million.  Conservation Futures is anticipated 
to generate approximately $12.5 million over 
the next six years.  This figure includes the 
current balance of approximately $5.8 million.   
 

GREATER CLARK COUNTY PARK 

DISTRICT (GCPD) 
The Greater Clark Parks District, a 
metropolitan parks district formed by voters 
in 2005, provides revenue for the maintenance 
and operation of 35 parks and the 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 11117777::::    PPPPROJECTED ROJECTED ROJECTED ROJECTED RRRREVENUES EVENUES EVENUES EVENUES (2006(2006(2006(2006----2012)2012)2012)2012)    

Funding SourceFunding SourceFunding SourceFunding Source    
Projected Projected Projected Projected 
RevRevRevRevenueenueenueenue    

PIF Acquisition 39,016,000 

PIF Development 15,209,000 

City of Vancouver REET  16,403,000 

Urban Unincorporated REET 21,025,000 

Regional REET 11,157,000 

Conservation  Futures   12,541,000 

Greater Clark County Park District 4,000,000 

Grants 13,840,000 

Total  $133,191,000 
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development of five trail segments in the 
Vancouver unincorporated area.  The GCPD 
is anticipated to generate a total of 
approximately $4 million for capital projects  
over the next 6 years.  Of this capital revenue, 
$3 million is dedicated to trail development.  
The remaining $1 million is dedicated to 
irrigation and landscaping improvements in 
the new parks.   
 

GRANTS 
State and federal grants have been a major 
source of revenue for the VCPRD.  Over the 
last eight years, the VCPRD has received over 
$14 million in grant money.  Because of the 
Department’s successful grant history, it is 
assumed that the Department will receive 
additional funds totaling $13.8 million over 
the next six years.   
 

DONATIONS 
Clark County has a history of receiving 
donations from individuals, private 
organizations, service clubs, and other non-
profit groups, many of which are channeled 

through the local Parks Foundation.  
Donations include cash and in-kind services, 
and often large donations are made for 
specific projects, such as the Firstenburg 
Community Center.  Because the 
Department’s donation history has varied 
widely by year, no revenue projection has 
been forecasted.  In order to accurately 
estimate donation income in future planning 
efforts, the Department should institute a 
system for effectively tracking both cash and 
in-kind donations.   
 

PARKLAND DEDICATION 
Parkland dedication allows developers to 
dedicate land or capital infrastructure in 
exchange for a park impact fee credit.  The 
developer is entitled to a credit for the fair 
market value of any dedication of land and 
reasonable documented construction costs 
associated with the improvement to, or new 
construction of, facilities that are/were 
identified in the capital facilities plan.  
Parkland dedication could be pursued to a 
greater extent in the future, particularly in 
redeveloping urban areas or proposed large 
subdivisions where acquiring adequate 
parkland to serve new residents may be 
difficult.  Parkland dedication in lieu of fee is 
allowed under Section 20.915.090 of the City 
of Vancouver Municipal Code and under 
Section 40.630.060 of Clark County Code.   
 

PPPPROJECT ROJECT ROJECT ROJECT CCCCOSTSOSTSOSTSOSTS 
 

Based on public input and the results of the 
technical analysis, a list of recommended 
capital and non-capital projects was 
developed.  These projects were organized 
geographically and then further divided by 
project type.  Projects were then prioritized 
based on the criteria presented earlier in this 
chapter.  Given the high total cost of all CFP 
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projects, only high priority projects were 
included in the revenue and expenditure 
analysis.  Total costs for high priority projects 
are shown by jurisdiction in Figure 5 and 
appear in detail in Table 18. 
 
By comparing Table 17, which forecasts 
revenue from existing sources, with Table 18, 
which summarizes costs for high priority 
projects, it becomes clear that a funding 
shortfall of approximately $97 million exists.  
Table 18 and Figure 6 show where the 
greatest deficits are projected.  Additional 
revenue sources should be considered to 
offset this projected shortfall. 
 
 
 

 
 

OOOOPTIONAL PTIONAL PTIONAL PTIONAL FFFFUNDING UNDING UNDING UNDING SSSSOURCES OURCES OURCES OURCES 

TO TO TO TO MMMMEET EET EET EET PPPPROJECTROJECTROJECTROJECTEDEDEDED    SSSSHORTFALLHORTFALLHORTFALLHORTFALL    
 
A variety of options exist for meeting the 
projected funding shortfall.  These options 
include expanding or updating existing 
revenue sources, such as grants, donations, or 
impact fees; maximizing available revenues by 
taking greater advantage of public and private 
partnerships; and exploring new additional 
revenue sources.  This section explores a few 
funding options; further detail and additional 
sources can be found in Appendix I.   
 

DONATIONS 
Although no revenue projection has been 
forecasted for donations, donated cash and in-
kind services often can help fund specific 
projects.  By working with the local Parks 
Foundation, VCPRD should seek to maintain 
and increase donations. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
GRANTS 
Since state and federal grants have been a 
major source of revenue for the VCPRD in 
the past, VCPRD should explore expanding 
the potential grant sources listed in  
Appendix I. 
 

JOINT INTERAGENCY PARTNERSHIPS 
Partnerships between agencies are useful both 
in terms of providing facilities and programs.  
For example, VCPRD has partnered with 
Vancouver School District in the past to 
develop facilities like the Jim Parsley Center.  
These partnerships could be pursued in the 
future as a mechanism for acquiring land or 
developing necessary facilities.   
 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION 

The state legislature provides for special 
capital allocations to support projects of 
special concern and interest.  These projects 
could be a part of Vancouver-Clark’s 
legislative agenda. 
 
 

FFFFIGURE IGURE IGURE IGURE 4444::::    TTTTOTAL OTAL OTAL OTAL EEEESTIMATED STIMATED STIMATED STIMATED CCCCOSTS OF OSTS OF OSTS OF OSTS OF HHHHIGH IGH IGH IGH PPPPRIORITY RIORITY RIORITY RIORITY 

PPPPROJECTS BY ROJECTS BY ROJECTS BY ROJECTS BY JJJJURISDICTIONURISDICTIONURISDICTIONURISDICTION 

Urban 

Unincorporated

$112,217,000

49%

Regional

$48,705,000

21%
Vancouver

$69,656,000

30%
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TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 18:18:18:18:    TTTTOTAL OTAL OTAL OTAL HHHHIGH IGH IGH IGH PPPPRIORITY RIORITY RIORITY RIORITY PPPPROJECT ROJECT ROJECT ROJECT EEEESTIMATED STIMATED STIMATED STIMATED CCCCOSTS  AND OSTS  AND OSTS  AND OSTS  AND RRRREVENUES BY EVENUES BY EVENUES BY EVENUES BY CCCCATEGORYATEGORYATEGORYATEGORY    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    
Total Total Total Total 

Estimated CostEstimated CostEstimated CostEstimated Cost    
Total Estimated Total Estimated Total Estimated Total Estimated 

RevenueRevenueRevenueRevenue    
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated 
ShortfallShortfallShortfallShortfall    

Primary Local Funding Primary Local Funding Primary Local Funding Primary Local Funding 
SourceSourceSourceSource    

C
it
y 
o
f 
V
an
co
u
ve
r 

Urban Park Acquisition $26,983,000 $18,960,000 -$8,023,000 PIF-Acquisition, Grants 

Urban Park Development $13,673,000 $8,733,000 -$4,940,000 
PIF – Development, 

Grants 

Park Repairs & Improvements $3,886,000 

$17,903,000 -$11,097,000 City REET, Grants 
Sports Fields and Other Special Facility 
Development & Improvements 

$18,222,000 

Trail Development & Improvements $6,892,000 

Total $69,656,000 $45,596,000 -$24,060,000  

U
rb
an
 U
n
in
co
rp
o
ra
te
d
 A
re
a 

Urban Park Acquisition $35,330,000 $22,056,000 -$13,274,000 PIF-Acquisition, Grants 

Urban Park Development $58,785,000 $25,611,000 -$34,675,000 
PIF-Dev, GCPD, 

Urban REET, Grants 

GCPD Trail Acquisition & Development $3,904,000 $3,500,000 -$404,000 
Greater Clark Parks, 

Grants 

Park Repairs & Improvements $1,403,000 

$6,890,000 -$736,000 Urban REET B, Grants 

Trail Development & Improvements $3,700,000 

Sports Fields and Other Special Facility 
Development & Improvements 

$2,092,000 

Planning $431,000 

Conservation Area Acquisition $6,560,000 $6,520,000 -$40,000 Cons.  Futures, Grants 

Total $112,217,000 $64,577,000 -$47,640,000  

C
la
rk
 C
o
u
n
ty
 R
eg
io
n
al
 S
ys
te
m
 

Regional Park Development $5,456,000 

$16,997,000 -$3,739,000 Regional REET, Grants 

Reg.  Park Repairs & Improvements $3,263,000 

Trail Development & Improvements $2,950,000 

Sports Fields and Other Special Facility 
Development & Improvements 

$6,908,000 

Open Space Preservation & Planning $1,433,000 

Planning $726,000 

Conservation Area Acquisitions $7,168,000 $6,021,000 -$1,147,000 Cons.  Futures, Grants 

Regional Park Acquisition $20,800,000 $0 -$20,800,000 None 

Total $48,705,000 $23,018,000 -$25,687,000  

Total All ProjectsTotal All ProjectsTotal All ProjectsTotal All Projects    $230,578,000$230,578,000$230,578,000$230,578,000    $$$$133,191133,191133,191133,191,000,000,000,000 A    ----$$$$97,38697,38697,38697,386,000,000,000,000        
A Revenue estimates include reasonably anticipated outside funding sources. 
B It is assumed that all Urban REET revenues in excess of estimated project costs and minimum contribution will be used to supplement the urban park development 
budget – any surplus revenues have been included in this way for this analysis.    
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FFFFIGURE IGURE IGURE IGURE 5555::::    CCCCOMPARISON OF OMPARISON OF OMPARISON OF OMPARISON OF EEEESTISTISTISTIMATED MATED MATED MATED RRRREVENUES AND EVENUES AND EVENUES AND EVENUES AND CCCCOSTS BY OSTS BY OSTS BY OSTS BY PPPPROJECT ROJECT ROJECT ROJECT TTTTYPEYPEYPEYPE    

 

City of Vancouver
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Urban Park Acquisition
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Regional Park Acquisition

Total Estimated Revenue Total Estimated Project Costs

(In mllions)
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LEVY LIFT 
A levy lid lift is a voter-approved action that 
would permit Greater Clark Parks District to 
increase its operating levy to the full $0.75 per 
$1,000 of assessed value.  In subsequent years, 
the regular property tax levy would be subject 
to the 1% growth limitation.  A levy lid lift 
proposition must be placed on the ballot in 
the year preceding the effective date of the 
newly authorized levy.  If the purpose of the 
levy lid lift is to pay debt service costs 
associated with a limited tax general obligation 
bond issue, the maximum period of the levy 
lid lift is 9 years. 

 

MATCHING FUND PROGRAMS 
With a matching fund program, the VCPRD 
would extend its financing by matching 
revenue raised by community groups for  
capital projects.  The Department is currently 
exploring a matching fund program in a 
limited capacity for sports field development.  
These programs could be expanded to 
produce revenue for other capital projects as 
well. 

 

PARK IMPACT FEE UPDATE  
Park Impact Fee rates are generally reviewed 
during the comprehensive planning process.  
Previous updates occurred in 2002-2003 for 
Clark County and 2004 for the City of 
Vancouver.  Updating PIF rates based on 
current land values and park development 
costs will help Vancouver and Clark County 
better reflect the actual costs of acquiring and 
developing neighborhood and community 
parks.      
 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 
The concept of public/private partnerships 
has become increasingly popular for park and 
recreation agencies.  The basic approach is to 
enter into a working agreement with a private 

corporation, non-profit organization, or other 
agency to help fund, build, and/or operate a 
public facility.  Generally, the three primary 
incentives that a public agency can offer are a 
free site, tax advantages, and facility access.  
While the public agency may have to give up 
certain responsibilities or control, it is one way 
of providing public facilities at lower cost.  
Both Vancouver and Clark County have 
strong histories of partnering, especially 
around sports field development, and there 
are certainly possibilities for expanding these 
partnerships in the future.  Public and private 
partnerships are discussed in greater detail 
later in this chapter. 
 

REGIONAL PARK IMPACT FEE 
Currently Park Impact Fees are only collected 
for new residential development in the 
Vancouver Urban Area.  However, growth 
both inside and outside the Vancouver UGA 
affects the need for regional parks and special 
facilities.  Additional revenue could be 
collected for regional facilities by charging a 
regional PIF (a) only for development that 
occurs in the unincorporated areas of the 
County or (b) for all development in the 
County, including areas within the 
incorporated cities.  The adoption of a 
regional PIF would also require the adoption 
of standards for regional parks and facilities 
included in the fee and contribution of other 
local revenue to fund the resolution of any 
existing deficit.  Full proposal of a regional 
PIF would require further analysis, public 
involvement, and approval of government 
officials. 
 

REVENUE BONDS 
These are bonds sold and paid for with 
revenue produced from the facility.  If the 
facility does not produce enough revenue to 
pay for debt service, the agency must then 
subsidize the payment from the General 
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Fund.  Revenue bonds do not require a public 
vote, but interest rates are generally higher 
than those of G.O.  bonds. 

 

SPONSORSHIP OR NAMING RIGHTS 
A practice that is becoming more popular is 
generating additional revenue by offering 
sponsorship and naming rights to private 
entities.  The VCPRD could use this 
mechanism to fund a variety of capital 
projects.   
 

TRAILS IMPACT FEE 
Similar to the regional park impact fee 
discussed above, a regional impact fee for trail 
acquisition and development could be 
assessed to fund development of the regional 
trail system.  This option could be proposed if 
it appears more feasible and better supported 
than a regional PIF for parks, trails, and 
facilities.  The adoption of a trail impact fee 
would also require the adoption of trail 
standard and contribution of other local 
revenue to fund the resolution of any existing 
deficit, as new development can only be 
responsible for any additional need created.  
Full proposal of a regional trail impact fee 
would require further analysis, public 
involvement, and government approval.   
 

VOTER-APPROVED, COUNTY-WIDE 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
These are voter-approved bonds with the 
assessment placed on real property for a 
specified period of time (usually 15-20 years).  
Passage of a General Obligation bond 
requires a 60% voter majority.  The money 
can only be used for capital improvements, 
not maintenance.  There is further bond 
capacity in the City for capital projects, 
meaning that additional general obligation 
bonds could be sold to fund future acquisition 
or development projects.  Major 

disadvantages of this funding mechanism are 
the high approval requirement and the high 
interest rate. 
 
While G.O.  bonds are sometimes difficult to 
pass in Washington, a countywide G.O.  bond 
could be considered.  The bond could include 
all Clark County cities, assuming that the cities 
would be partners in development and share 
in the revenue.  Revenues could be distributed 
to the cities on a per capita basis. 
 

MMMMAINTENANCAINTENANCAINTENANCAINTENANCEEEE    CCCCOSTSOSTSOSTSOSTS    
 
While renovating outdated, deteriorating, or 
unsafe facilities may reduce maintenance costs 
for older infrastructure, adding new amenities 
and facilities to the VCPRD park system will 
also increase maintenance and operations 
costs substantially.   This section of the 
comprehensive plan estimates the cost of 
maintaining the park, recreation, and open 
space system as proposed in the six-year CFP.  
This section assumes that the Department is 
able to implement all high priority capital 
projects.  In addition, anticipated maintenance 
staffing needs are presented. 
 

CURRENT COSTS PER ACRE 
The VCPRD currently employs three 
maintenance levels of service.  These levels of 
service are designed to correspond with the 
Department’s existing park development 
standards.  Since comparable agencies 
typically calculate maintenance costs simply 
for developed and undeveloped parkland, the  
VCPRD’s Level 2 and Level 3 costs were 
averaged to arrive at estimated annual 
maintenance costs per developed acre.      
Table 19 shows these averages for each park 
type in the VCPRD system.   
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For the VCPRD, the average maintenance 
cost for parks is $2,925 per developed acre 
and $389 per undeveloped acre.  In 
comparison, other agencies in Washington 
spend approximately the following: 

• Camas: $7,890 per developed acre 

• Ridgefield: $5,190 per developed acre 

• Washougal: $3,440 per developed and 
undeveloped acre (averaged) 

• Metro Parks Tacoma: $5,000-$8,000 per 
developed acre (neighborhood, 
community, signature community, and 
urban parks); $4,600-$15,000 per acre for 
regional parks with mixed developed and 
undeveloped areas; and $500-$2500 per 
acre for greenspaces. 

In general, the cost for park maintenance in 
Oregon and Washington averages 
approximately $5,000-$7,000 per developed 
acre.  VCPRD spends an average of $2,925 
per developed acre, significantly less than 
many other communities.     
 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED COSTS 
This plan uses the VCPRD’s existing averages 
in Table 19 to develop projected maintenance 
costs for the VCPRD park system in 2013.    

Since these existing averages are relatively low, 
further study of the Department’s 
maintenance allocations is also recommended.  
Pending the results of this study, maintenance 
projections should be updated to more 
accurately reflect community expectations and 
regional maintenance standards.   
 
For example, regional parks, which have 
traditionally borne the brunt of funding 
shortfalls, should receive a much higher level 
of maintenance for developed acreage, which 
usually includes amenities that serve as 
regional attractors.  Maintenance costs for 
undeveloped acreage may vary depending on 
the resource value and maintenance strategy 
for individual areas.  However, the regional 
and national trend for open space 
management is to move beyond the basic 
removal of hazards and to begin to restore 
critical habitat.  Maintenance tasks in these 
areas may include: 

• Natural resource maintenance, including 
invasive species removal, natural area 
restoration, and habitat preservation; 

• Monitoring and reporting for wetlands 
and other sensitive areas as required by 
regulatory mandates; 

 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 19:19:19:19:    EEEESTIMATED STIMATED STIMATED STIMATED AAAANNUAL NNUAL NNUAL NNUAL PPPPER ER ER ER AAAACRE CRE CRE CRE MMMMAINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE CCCCOSTSOSTSOSTSOSTS,,,,    20062006200620061111    

Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    Level 1Level 1Level 1Level 1    Level 2Level 2Level 2Level 2    Level 3Level 3Level 3Level 3    
Average Cost per Average Cost per Average Cost per Average Cost per 
Developed AcreDeveloped AcreDeveloped AcreDeveloped Acre    

Neighborhood Park $768 $3,340 $6,627 $4,984 
Community Park $615 $4,033 $4,727 $4,380 
Regional Park $87 -- -- $559 
Urban Open Space $87 n/a n/a n/a 
Trails, Greenways, Regional Open Space -- -- -- $2,500 
Special Use Areas -- -- -- $2,190 

Average $3892   $2,9253 
1Numbers provided by VCPRD based on 2003 actual costs with a 5% annual increase.  The total average for regional parks is based on 2005 actual 
costs with a 5% annual increase.  Specific numbers for some levels were not available. 
2These costs apply to all undeveloped parkland, including open space, natural areas, conservation areas, and Level 1 maintenance for all park types.   
3Represents average cost per developed acre, not including open space.   
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TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 20202020::::    EEEEXISTING AND XISTING AND XISTING AND XISTING AND AAAANTICIPATED NTICIPATED NTICIPATED NTICIPATED AAAANNUAL NNUAL NNUAL NNUAL MMMMAINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE CCCCOSTSOSTSOSTSOSTS,,,,    CCCCITY OF ITY OF ITY OF ITY OF VVVVANCOUVERANCOUVERANCOUVERANCOUVER    

Parks and Parks and Parks and Parks and 
FacilitiesFacilitiesFacilitiesFacilities    

CostCostCostCost    EEEExisting System (2006)xisting System (2006)xisting System (2006)xisting System (2006)    Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)    

Per Per Per Per 
Developed Developed Developed Developed 

AcreAcreAcreAcre    

Per Per Per Per 
Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped 

AcreAcreAcreAcre    

AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
CostCostCostCost1111    

AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
CostCostCostCost2222    

Additional Additional Additional Additional 
Annual CostAnnual CostAnnual CostAnnual Cost    

DevelopedDevelopedDevelopedDeveloped    UndevelopedUndevelopedUndevelopedUndeveloped    DevelopedDevelopedDevelopedDeveloped    UndevelopedUndevelopedUndevelopedUndeveloped    

Neighborhood 
Parks 

$4,984 

$389  

200.36 63.44 $1,023,272 301.83 3.49 $2,017,753 $994.481 

Community 
Parks 

$4,380 237.70 10.00 $1,045,016 297.70 0.00 $1,747,386 $702,370 

Urban Open 
Space 

-- 0.00 204.04 $79,372 0.00 231.58 $120,721 $41,349 

Regional Parks $559 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 

Greenways and   
Regional Open 
Space 

$2,500 15.25 294.50 $152,686 60.25 299.50 $357,980 $205,295 

Special Use 
Areas 

$2,190 10.00 51.50 $41,934 10.00 61.50 $61,408 $19,474 

Total     463.31 623.48 $2,342,279 669.78  596.07 $4,305,248 $1,962,969 
1111    Actual 2006 City grounds maintenance budget appropriation was $2,040,000. 
2 2 2 2 Inflated by 5% annually. 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 21212121::::    EEEEXISTING AND XISTING AND XISTING AND XISTING AND AAAANTICIPATED NTICIPATED NTICIPATED NTICIPATED AAAANNUAL NNUAL NNUAL NNUAL MMMMAINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE CCCCOSTSOSTSOSTSOSTS,,,,    CCCCLARK LARK LARK LARK CCCCOUNTYOUNTYOUNTYOUNTY    

Parks and Parks and Parks and Parks and 
FacilitiesFacilitiesFacilitiesFacilities    

CostCostCostCost    Existing System (2006)Existing System (2006)Existing System (2006)Existing System (2006)    Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)    

Per Per Per Per 
Developed Developed Developed Developed 

AcreAcreAcreAcre    

Per Per Per Per 
Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped 

AcreAcreAcreAcre    

AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
CostCostCostCost    

AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
CostCostCostCost1111    

Additional Additional Additional Additional 
Annual CostAnnual CostAnnual CostAnnual Cost    

DevelopedDevelopedDevelopedDeveloped    UndevelopedUndevelopedUndevelopedUndeveloped    DevelopedDevelopedDevelopedDeveloped    UndevelopedUndevelopedUndevelopedUndeveloped    

Neighborhood 
Parks 

$4,984 

$389  

74.05 119.62 $415,597 219.13 6.44 $1,466,921 $1,051,324 

Community 
Parks 

$4,380 118.08 351.13 $653,780 447.58 161.63 $2,711,381 $2,057,601 

Urban Open 
Space 

-- 0.00 181.89 $70,755 0.00 184.51 $96,186 $25,430 

Regional Parks $559 286.00 2,048.07 $956,573 486.00 3,368.07 $2,119,835 $1,163,261 

Greenways and   
Regional Open 
Space 

$2,500 53.80 2,179.79 $982,438 108.80 5,953.79 $3,468,200 $2,485,762 

Special Use 
Areas 

$2,190 31.00 610.59 $305,410 56.00 665.59 $511,320 $205,910 

Total     562.93 5,491.09 $3,384,554 1,317.51  10,340.03  $10,373,842 $6,989,289 
1111    Inflated by 5% annually. 
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• Removal of health and safety hazards 
caused by illegal dumping, auto 
abandonment, and hazardous wastes; 

• Water quality enhancement, drainage 
improvements, and flood damage 
assessment; and 

• Upkeep of natural areas damaged by off-
trail mountain bikes, motor bikes, ATV 
use, and hiking though non-designated 
areas. 

A greater allocation per acre for all 
undeveloped parkland will help address park 
safety, health, resource quality, and 
recreational issues in natural open space areas. 
 

Tables 20 and 21 show the anticipated total 
annual cost for maintaining the VCPRD 
system as proposed in the six-year Capital 
Facilities Plan.  The additional annual cost at 
plan implementation for the City of 
Vancouver will total almost $2 million (Table 
20).  For Clark County, the additional annual 
maintenance cost will approach $7 million 
(Table 21).   
 
As with projected costs for high priority 
capital and non-capital projects, these 
estimated maintenance expenses exceed 
available funding.  Although the actual 
maintenance budget will depend on the final  

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 21212121::::    EEEEXISTING AND XISTING AND XISTING AND XISTING AND AAAANTNTNTNTICIPATED ICIPATED ICIPATED ICIPATED AAAANNUAL NNUAL NNUAL NNUAL MMMMAINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE CCCCOSTSOSTSOSTSOSTS,,,,    CCCCLARK LARK LARK LARK CCCCOUNTYOUNTYOUNTYOUNTY    

Parks and Parks and Parks and Parks and 
FacilitiesFacilitiesFacilitiesFacilities    

CostCostCostCost    Existing System (2006)Existing System (2006)Existing System (2006)Existing System (2006)    Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)Proposed System (2013)    

Per Per Per Per 
Developed Developed Developed Developed 

AcreAcreAcreAcre    

Per Per Per Per 
Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped Undeveloped 

AcreAcreAcreAcre    

AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
CostCostCostCost    

AcresAcresAcresAcres    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
CostCostCostCost1111    

Additional Additional Additional Additional 
Annual CostAnnual CostAnnual CostAnnual Cost    

DevelopeDevelopeDevelopeDevelope
dddd    

UndevelUndevelUndevelUndevelopedopedopedoped    DevelopedDevelopedDevelopedDeveloped    UndevelopedUndevelopedUndevelopedUndeveloped    

Neighborhood 
Parks 

$4,984 

$389  

74.05 119.62 $415,597 219.13 6.44 $1,466,921 $1,051,324 

Community 
Parks 

$4,380 118.08 351.13 $653,780 447.58 161.63 $2,711,381 $2,057,601 

Urban Open 
Space 

-- 0.00 181.89 $70,755 0.00 184.51 $96,186 $25,430 

Regional Parks $559 286.00 2,048.07 $956,573 486.00 3,368.07 $2,119,835 $1,163,261 

Greenways and   
Regional Open 
Space 

$2,500 53.80 2179.79 $982,438 108.80 5,953.79 $3,468,200 $2,485,762 

Special Use Areas $2,190 31.00 610.59 $305,410 56.00 665.59 $511,320 $205,910 

Total 
    

562.93 5491.09 $3,384,554 1,317.51  10,340.03  

$10,373,84

2 $6,989,289 
1111    Inflated by 5% annually. 
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phasing of planned improvements, the 
projected maintenance shortfall for 
Vancouver and Clark County will near $9 
million annually at plan implementation.  
When per acre expenditures are updated as 
recommended in the plan, this shortfall will 
likely increase.   
 

ANTICIPATED STAFFING 
Maintaining the additional parkland as 
proposed in the six-year Capital Facilities Plan 
will require both additional materials and 
additional staffing.  At the current time, 
approximately 50% of the VCPRD’s total 
maintenance budget is spent on staff.  Given 
that the average salary for maintenance 
workers in the Vancouver and Clark County is 
$67,500, those agencies should plan on adding 
approximately 39 maintenance staff to 
support the proposed park system in 2013.  
Table 22 shows anticipated maintenance staff 
allocations.   
 

OOOOTHER THER THER THER SSSSTAFFING TAFFING TAFFING TAFFING NNNNEEDSEEDSEEDSEEDS    
 
In addition to heightening the maintenance 
responsibilities of the City of Vancouver and 
Clark County, the parks and recreation 
facilities proposed in this plan will require an 
increase in staffing from the Vancouver-Clark 
Parks and Recreation Department.  This 

section of the chapter discusses projected 
staff needs associated with facility operations, 
acquisition and development, as well as other 
Department operations. 

FACILITY OPERATIONS  
There are two projects in the proposed six-
year Capital Facilities Plan, the Marshall 
Center improvements, that involve the 
expansion of existing facilities and an 
associated increase in staffing needs.  Since 
the VCPRD typically covers the operations of 
its recreation buildings through user fees and 
programming revenue, it is assumed that these  
projects will not significantly affect staff  
budgets.   
 
The 20-year list of capital projects, presented 
in Appendix G, proposes the construction of 
several sizeable recreation facilities: two new 
community centers, an outdoor pool, and an 
outdoor education center.  In the long term, 
VCPRD should anticipate greater operations 
and staffing costs for these facilities. 

 

ACQUISITION & DEVELOPMENT  
Pursuing the additional park acquisition, 
development, and improvement projects 
included in the six-year Capital Facilities Plan 
will require additional planning, design, 
construction management, and administrative 
staffing.  At the present time, the Department 

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 22222222::::    AAAANTICIPATED NTICIPATED NTICIPATED NTICIPATED MMMMAINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE AINTENANCE SSSSTAFF TAFF TAFF TAFF NNNNEEDSEEDSEEDSEEDS 

JurisdictionJurisdictionJurisdictionJurisdiction    

Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual Total Annual 
Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
Cost (2006)Cost (2006)Cost (2006)Cost (2006)    

Total Total Total Total 
Additional Additional Additional Additional 
AcreageAcreageAcreageAcreage    

UnUnUnUn----inflated inflated inflated inflated 
Additional Cost Additional Cost Additional Cost Additional Cost 

(2013)(2013)(2013)(2013)    

Staff Staff Staff Staff 
Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation     

(50%)(50%)(50%)(50%)    

Average Average Average Average 
Salary/ Salary/ Salary/ Salary/ 

Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance 
FTEFTEFTEFTE    

Total Total Total Total 
Additional Additional Additional Additional 

FTEsFTEsFTEsFTEs    

City of Vancouver $2,342,279  179 $870,363  $435,182  $67,500    6 

Clark County $3,384,554 6,448 $4,356,567  $2,178,284  $67,500  32 

Total $5,726,833  6,627  $5,226,930  $2,613,465  $67,500  39  

TTTTABLE ABLE ABLE ABLE 23232323::::    AAAANTICIPATEDNTICIPATEDNTICIPATEDNTICIPATED    AAAACQUISITION AND CQUISITION AND CQUISITION AND CQUISITION AND DDDDEVELOPMENT EVELOPMENT EVELOPMENT EVELOPMENT SSSSTAFF TAFF TAFF TAFF NNNNEEDSEEDSEEDSEEDS 

Park TypePark TypePark TypePark Type    
Staff Allocation Staff Allocation Staff Allocation Staff Allocation     

per Parkper Parkper Parkper Park    
Additional Parks Additional Parks Additional Parks Additional Parks 

PlannedPlannedPlannedPlanned    YearsYearsYearsYears    Total Additional FTEsTotal Additional FTEsTotal Additional FTEsTotal Additional FTEs    

Neighborhood Parks .93 57 

6 

8.84 

Community Parks 1.36 5 1.13 

Regional Parks 1.70 4 1.13 

Total 3.99 66 6 11.10 
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uses the ratios in Table 23 to estimate design 
and development staff needs.  Given that the 
six-year CFP includes planning for 66 new 
parks, a minimum of 11 additional design and 
development staff will be necessary.  These 
needs should be considered when pursuing  
capital funding.  Depending on the number 
and types of projects, the use of consultants 
to complete some or all of these project tasks 
may be a more cost effective alternative.   

 

OTHER 
As VCPRD expands its parks planning, 
recreation services, and programming, it will 
need to reevaluate other staffing requirements 
for the Department as well.  For example, the 
Department may need additional staff for 
resource development and marketing.  Adding 
staff in positions like these will help to 
improve the long-term sustainability of the 
Department. 
 

MMMMAINTENANCE ANDAINTENANCE ANDAINTENANCE ANDAINTENANCE AND    OOOOPERATIONS PERATIONS PERATIONS PERATIONS 

FFFFUNDING UNDING UNDING UNDING SSSSOURCESOURCESOURCESOURCES    
 
Currently, funding for VCPRD park and 
facility maintenance is provided by the City of 
Vancouver and Clark County general funds.  
As discussed in the previous sections, 
however, additional funds will be necessary to 
subsidize maintenance and operations for 
high priority capital projects, when 
implemented.  There are a number of 
resources which should be explored as 
potential mechanisms for offsetting the 
projected shortfalls.  Some of these are 
described below. 

 
 

CHARGES FOR SERVICES 
Another method for increasing revenues for 
maintenance and operations is through fees 

and charges.  VCPRD should explore ways to 
increase revenue from the following: 

• Parking Fees, Boat Launch Fees, Park User 
Fees: Revenue from daily fees or seasonal 
passes can support maintenance and 
operations at various sites. 

• Facility Rentals: The Department can 
increase revenue for park services by 
expanding rental facilities (picnic shelters, 
amphitheater, meeting rooms, swimming 
pools, etc.) or by increasing rental fees and 
other facility-use charges.   

• Property Rental/Leases: A Property 
Management Program manages eleven 
agricultural and seven residential rental 
properties throughout Clark County.  
These properties are owned by either 
Clark County or the City of Vancouver 
and managed by the Vancouver-Clark 
Parks and Recreation Department.  
VCPRD may be able to identify additional 
opportunities for short or long term leases 
for property by clubs and other 
concessionaires.   

• Retail Sales of Merchandise and Food: Program 
locations can include gift shops or food 
and beverage operations run by VCPRD 
or external vendors, which generate 
revenue for the District.   

• Membership Dues: VCPRD facilities can 
offer memberships for visitation or use of 
the fitness activities and other programs. 

• Event Admissions, Program, and Class Fees: 
This category includes revenue earned 
through admissions to facilities and 
program and class registration fees.  
Charges in this category are set by the 
Board of Park Commissioners through 
the fee and charges schedule. 

 

DONATIONS 
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Donations revenue may be received from 
individual or corporate contributors or non-
profit foundations.  The Parks Foundation, 
which was formed to provide a stable source 
of funding for parks, oversees fundraising 
efforts and the allocation of donations to the 
parks departments within Clark County for 
both general purposes and specific projects. 

 

GENERAL FUND 
The general fund is VCPRD’s primary source 
of operating revenue.  In 2002, the City of 
Vancouver allocated 8.4% of its general fund 
budget for parks and recreation, and another 
1.5% specifically for park grounds 
maintenance.  These funds represent almost 
65% of the VCPRD parks and recreation 
budget.  Clark County’s general fund 
contributions represent another 15% of the 
entire parks and recreation budget.  VCPRD 
could request additional general fund support 
for park maintenance, or at a minimum, that 
General Fund support continues and reflects 
inflation increases. 
 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 
Intergovernmental contracts for services can 
be arranged whereby VCPRD maintains a 
portion of facilities for other jurisdictions in 
exchange for annual payments.  Other 
intergovernmental revenue may include 
federal, state, county and city grants for 
specific programs and services. 
 

LEVY LIFT 
As discussed previously in this chapter, a levy 
lift could be used to increase revenues for 
park and recreation operations. 

 

PARKS DISTRICTS 
The Greater Clark Parks District currently 
provides maintenance funding through a 
property tax levy for 35 neighborhood and 

community parks in the Urban-
unincorporated area.  This District could be 
expanded to accommodate additional parks, 
or additional districts could be formed. 
 

TAX-BASED REVENUE 
• Property Tax: The Greater Clark Parks 

District is an example of a property tax-
based special district that provides 
funding to maintain parks within the 
planning area.   

• Sales Tax: Some park districts have used a 
sales tax for parks and recreation as a 
result of a voter-approved ballot 
proposition that levies sales tax for 
maintenance and operations.   

• Leasehold Excise Tax: This is a tax levied by 
the state on long-term rental of public 
property.   

 

VOLUNTEER RESOURCES 
Volunteers from community groups have 
participated in a wide range of different 
VCPRD projects, including tree planting, 
invasive species removal, trail maintenance, 
and environmental education.  Through labor 
and the provision of resources, volunteers can 
make a definite and lasting contribution to 
maintaining parks, green spaces, and natural 
areas.  VCPRD can explore various ways to 
increase volunteer contributions, such as 
setting up field use agreements that put sports 
organizations in charge of seasonal field 
maintenance and pre-game field preparation. 
 
 
 
 

MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 
Other potential sources may include 
investment interest income, or interest earned 
from cash not needed for current operations. 
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PPPPARTNERSHIPSARTNERSHIPSARTNERSHIPSARTNERSHIPS    
 
The VCPRD should continue to pursue 
partnerships with private, public, and other 
agencies for the acquisition, development, and 
operation of park and recreation facilities.  
Existing partnerships have contributed 
significantly to the success of the Vancouver-
Clark Parks and Recreation system.  This 
section discusses partnership opportunities in 
greater detail.  A list of current partners is 
provided in Appendix K.    
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND COMMUNITY 

PARKS 
The VCPRD and local school districts are the 
most significant providers of neighborhood 
and community parkland within the UGA.  
Currently, the Department partners with 
school districts and individual schools to co-
locate some neighborhood park facilities.  
This strategy should be continued to close 
service gaps in the future.    
 
Other municipalities within the planning area 
also provide neighborhood and community 
parks within their boundaries, although these 
parks are not counted in the VCPRD 
inventory.  These parks help serve park need 
within the incorporated cities of Clark 
County.  Developing partnerships with these 
municipalities could help to ensure that future 
community parks are developed according to 
a plan that adequately responds to community 
demand. 
 
 
 

NATURAL AREAS AND OPEN SPACE 
There are a number of potential partners in 
the private, public, and non-profit sectors that 
could help in the effort to preserve and 

manage expensive and diminishing open 
space in the planning area, helping to defray 
costs and meet acquisition goals.  Other 
entities such as the City of Vancouver, Clark 
County Public Works, and the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife may be 
interested in joint acquisition or joint 
management of properties that include critical 
areas, floodplains, or Columbia River 
lowlands as well.   

 

REGIONAL PARKS 
The Department is currently working with the 
Port of Camas-Washougal and the cities of 
Camas and Washougal to develop a major 
regional park facility, Captain William Clark 
Park at Cottonwood Beach.  Additional 
partnerships with other agencies and 
jurisdictions within the planning area may 
help VCPRD capitalize on opportunities to 
acquire and develop regional parkland within 
Clark County. 
 

TRAILS AND GREENWAYS 
The Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife owns a majority of the non-VCPRD 
greenways in the County.  Others are operated 
by municipalities within the planning area.  
Partnerships with these entities will become 
more important as the Clark County Trail and 
Bikeway Systems Plan is implemented.  The plan 
proposes to link greenway systems throughout 
the entire County into one large, unified trail 
system, and partnerships are a crucial piece of 
realizing this vision. 
 

SPECIAL AREAS AND FACILITIES 
Given that the majority of special use area 
parkland within the planning area is owned by 
other providers, there are a number of 
opportunities for partnerships.  In many 
cases, these partners are environmentally- or 
historically-oriented, providing swimming 
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holes, fish hatcheries, or historic sites for 
public use.  These agencies provide an 
opportunity for the further development of 
special use areas of this type.  Schools and 
private providers also present opportunities 
for partnerships, as these providers often need 
to develop special facilities like sports 
complexes or community buildings to 
accommodate their user groups. 

 

BASEBALL AND SOFTBALL FIELDS 
Clearly, other providers in Vancouver and 
Clark County do a large part to boost the 
region’s total supply of baseball fields.  
Continued partnerships with schools, other 
municipalities, and private groups will be a 
major component of any future strategy to 
meet the needs of planning area baseball and 
little leagues.  In addition, planning future 
baseball fields in conjunction with these 
organizations could help to ensure the 
development of sufficient fields to 
accommodate future adult and youth play. 
Schools serve as the major provider of 
softball fields within the VCPRD planning 
area.   Partnerships with local school districts 
and private providers, who also generate a 
significant portion of the region’s supply, 
could help to ensure that the Department can 
meet any increased demand.   
 

COMMUNITY CENTERS 
Partnerships with other providers including 
cities, and public and private organizations 
could help to meet future community center 
need.   For example, partnerships with 
schools could allow the construction of 
community schools, or schools which serve as 
both public, community gathering and 
educational facilities. 

GYMNASIUMS 
Schools are the most obvious potential 
partner for gymnasiums.  Partnerships with 

local schools could allow the development of 
joint use agreements to provide space for 
Department programming.  Future planning 
efforts should also take school gyms into 
account.   
 

OFF LEASH AREAS 
There is clear potential for VCPRD-
community partnerships in terms of off leash 
areas.  Community members with a strong 
interest in off leash areas and dog issues could 
be engaged in efforts to develop and maintain 
dog parks in the future, as could organized 
advocacy groups like DOGPAW. 

 

POOLS 
Joint use agreements with other providers in 
the planning area could allow the Department 
to use other providers’ facilities for overflow 
programming.  Likewise, these facilities could 
be used to accommodate temporary pool 
needs.   
 

SKATE PARKS 
The private sector provides a natural 
opportunity for partnership around skate park 
facilities.  Local skate shops could be involved 
in skate park design, funding, and 
construction.  Schools could also serve as 
valuable partners.   

 
SOCCER FIELDS 
Other providers, and especially schools, 
provide a large percentage of the area’s total 
inventory of soccer fields.  Continuing to 
partner for the use of school fields in 
particular will help the Department to meet 
soccer field demand.  In addition, planning 
future soccer fields in conjunction with these 
organizations could help to ensure the 
development of sufficient fields to 
accommodate future adult- and youth-sized 
demand in the future. 
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TRAILS 
In terms of building a countywide trail 
network, a number of other providers become 
critical partners.  Working with other 
municipalities in Clark County to link major 
community facilities via trails will constitute a 
major part of implementing the trails plan, as 
will working with private and non-profit trails 
organizations in the community.   
 

URBAN FORESTRY   
Within the City of Vancouver, in terms of 
maximizing the benefits of trees within the 
Parks system, Urban Forestry is a critical 
partner in restoring older parks and expanding 
the tree canopy to a healthy cohesive forest 
community.  Canopy restoration is achieved 
by replanting where trees have been removed, 
planting trees in replace underutilized or hard 
to mow turf areas, and restoring native 
vegetation for water quality and habitat 
protection.  Though the Urban Forestry 
Program currently serves only the City of 
Vancouver, it is housed within VCPRD and, 
as identified in the Community Survey, has 
the potential to operate within the urban 
unincorporated area of Clark County in the 
future.  Cities throughout the region are 
realizing that the urban forest is a vital 
component of a “livable” and economically 
sound community.  A cohesive tree canopy is 
the ecological link connecting the park 
system.   
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IIIIMPLEMENTATION MPLEMENTATION MPLEMENTATION MPLEMENTATION SSSSTRATEGIESTRATEGIESTRATEGIESTRATEGIES    
The following strategies represent key actions the VCPRD should pursue in the next two years to 
work towards identified goals.  

1 Improve coordination with planning departments to plan for parks in future developments. 

2 Improve planning coordination with school districts to ensure availability of parks, fields, and facilities.

3 Pursue urban parkland acquisitions in underserved districts where park impact fee funds are available.

4 Expand pursuit of dedication opportunities to acquire parkland in newly developing areas.

5 Implement a site inventory process prior to master planning and development to inform future site uses.

6 Develop an Interim Use Policy that examines the ability of underutilized parks to support interim community use.

7 Continue construction of the Greater Clark Parks District parks and parks in underserved districts where park 
impact fee funds are available.

8 Conduct a detailed analysis of urban and rural sports field needs.

9 Begin to develop facility specific plans that examine the need and guide provision of special facilities.

10 Increase coordination with transportation departments to provide trails and bikeways. 

11 Work with the Parks Foundation to expand their capabilities.

12 Develop a coordinated volunteer recruitment, training, and recognition program.

13 Develop an adoption program to promote maintenance of significant parks, trails, recreation, and open space. 

14 Develop and maintain stakeholder lists and provide targeted outreach.

15 Develop a matching grant program to support community groups and expand fiscal resources.

16 Update park impact fees to reflect current land and construction costs.

17 Update park and recreation program, reservation, and use fees to reflect market rates and cost of service.

18 Explore and pursue funding sources for regional park acquisition & development.

19 Explore and pursue funding sources for regional trail acquisition and development.

20 Explore and pursue funding sources for urban park maintenance in the City of Vancouver.

21 Improve fund balance tracking mechanisms.

22 Develop a program for managing, tracking, and maximizing donations, grants, volunteer hours, and partnerships.

23 Develop an integrated system-wide plan for the management of natural areas.

24 Establish park maintenance standards.

25 Develop a site condition assessment program to identify, assess, and monitor maintenance needs.

26 Develop an asset management strategy to guide future maintenance and repair of parks & facilities. 

27 Examine the feasibility of a ranger program to improve regional park maintenance and security.

28 Develop an ADA transition plan to improve accessibility in parks and facilities.

29 Enhance the scholarship program and other mechanisms to improve access for low income residents.

30 Provide an updated park, trail, and recreation system map to encourage use.

31 Develop new tools to increase public involvement.

32 Develop a marketing and communications team.

33 Implement the marketing and public relations plan.

34 Implement a consistent park signage program for use throughout the system.

35 Develop a business plan.

36 Develop department-wide standards, policies, and procedures.

37 Evaluate the staffing needs of the Department and hire adequate staff. 

38 Implement programs and actions to retain employees.

Special Facilities

Organizational

Maintenance & Operations

Fund Development

Trails

Partnerships & Volunteers

Communications & Marketing

Accessibility

Planning

Acquisitions

Park Planning & Development
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APPENDIX A: PUBLIC 
INVOLVEMENT AND SURVEY 
RESULTS 
 
To develop an accurate understanding of 
parks, recreation, and open space needs in the 
City of Vancouver and Clark County, public 
input was solicited from a broad range of 
sources, including planning area residents, 
organizations, community groups, and 
Department staff.  Public involvement 
activities were designed to ensure the 
participation of a diverse cross-section of 
community members.  Altogether, over 700 
planning area residents participated.  
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
The public involvement process included the 
following: 

• Parks Advisory Commission Meetings:  
Meetings were held with members of the 
Vancouver-Clark Parks Advisory 
Commission to focus on needs, priorities, 
and vision for the VCPRD. 

• Regional Meetings:  Five workshop-style 
meetings were held with community 
members in locations throughout the 
region to gather input on current park and 
recreation needs and priorities in the 
VCPRD planning area. 

• Focus Groups: Four focus group meetings 
were held with park maintenance staff, 
recreation providers, youth, and 
individuals with special needs to identify 
recreation needs.  

• Stakeholder Interviews: Telephone interviews 
were conducted with community leaders 
to collect data regarding current 

community park and recreation priorities, 
needs, and opportunities. 

• Community Survey:  A telephone survey of 
randomly selected City and County 
residents was conducted by Davis, 
Hibbits, and Mighall to identify recreation 
needs and preferences. 

 
Table A-1 summarizes participation in public 
involvement activities.  
 

PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY 
COMMISSION MEETINGS 
 
At the outset of the planning process, the 11-
member Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Commission (PAC) met to discuss the 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 
constraints facing the Vancouver-Clark Parks 
and Recreation Department.  In addition, the 
PAC developed a preliminary vision for the 
future of parks and recreation in Vancouver 
and Clark County.  
 
KEY FINDINGS 
• The committee identified a number of 

parks and recreation strengths including 
staffing, a history of planning, citizen buy-
in, and strong community partnerships. 

TABLE A-1: PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

Public Involvement Activity Number of 
Participants 

Parks Advisory Commission 
Meetings 10 

Regional Meetings 53 
Focus Groups 75 
Stakeholder Interviews 25 
Community Survey 614 
Total 777 
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• Although a knowledgeable and dependable staff 
was identified as a great strength, 
participants noted that the more staff is 
needed to serve the growing community. 

• Communications and outreach are among the 
most significant parks and recreation 
weaknesses, according to Commission 
members.  Participants noted a lack of 
knowledge about Department resources 
and services and saw an opportunity to 
create better connections between the 
Department and the community.  

• Participants expressed a clear need to be 
proactive in keeping pace with 
development. 

• Lack of funding was repeatedly mentioned 
as a weakness, along with the need for 
partnerships, grants, dedicated funding, 
and/or a parks foundation. 

• Participants identified a series of 
opportunities for parks, recreation, and open 
space, including implementing a trails plan 
that encourages connectivity, developing a 
holistic vision, and expanding the 
volunteer base. 

• Participants identified the following threats 
to parks, recreation, and open space:  
urbanization, politics and change, and 
competition for funding, grants, staff, and 
services. 

• A key element of a future vision for 
Vancouver-Clark parks and recreation was 
physical, structural, and organizational 
connectivity in terms of parks and facilities, 
park maintenance, and parks 
administration. 

• Participants envisioned a parks and 
recreation department that meets community 
needs, especially those of elderly, youth, 
and people with special needs. 

• The vision included a parks and recreation 
department with many partners, serving as 
stewards of land and community. 

 

REGIONAL MEETINGS 
 
In February and March of 2006, community 
members gathered for a series of five regional 
meetings designed to obtain input on current 
park and recreation needs and priorities 
within the planning area. Meetings were held 
at the Alki Middle School, Battle Ground City 
Hall, the Leupke Center, the Firstenburg 
Community Center, and the Washougal 
Community Center.  In total, 53 participants 
attended.   
 
KEY FINDINGS 
• Regional meeting participants identified a 

number of benefits of parks and 
recreation, including environmental 
preservation and refuge from urban areas. 

• Other benefits of parks and recreation 
that were frequently noted by participants 
included health and wellness, education, and 
youth development. 

• Community members recognized the 
opportunity and need to acquire land before it is 
developed. 

• Participants saw the opportunity to improve 
public outreach and education. 

• Residents believe that the VCPRD should 
refine the park and facility planning process and 
reduce delays between planning and 
implementation. 

• Partnerships with schools, neighborhood 
associations, and local organizations were 
viewed as very important. 

• Among the challenges facing Vancouver-
Clark Parks & Recreation, participants 
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mentioned keeping pace with rampant growth, 
especially in terms of maintenance, rule 
enforcement, and meeting the needs of a 
diverse community. 

• Funding was among the foremost park and 
facility needs identified. 

• Community members frequently 
mentioned the need for parks that preserve 
natural areas and habitat, as well as for 
unprogrammed park spaces. 

• Residents noted the need for a variety of 
specific facilities, among them community 
centers, dog parks, playing fields, 
swimming pools, equestrian facilities, 
picnic areas, skate parks, and 
environmental education programs and 
facilities. 

• According to participants, there is a need 
for riverfront areas with water access, swimming, 
fishing, and boat launches.  

• One recreation facility need that was 
repeatedly mentioned by participants was 
a multi-purpose trail system linking parks and 
other community destinations. 

• Community members thought parks 
should appeal to diverse groups, ages, ability-
levels, and should reflect neighborhood character 
and needs.  

 

FOCUS GROUPS 
 
Six focus group meetings were held in 
February and March 2006 with park 
maintenance staff, recreation providers, youth, 
and individuals with special needs to identify 
recreation  issues, priorities, and needs.  
 
KEY FINDINGS 
• Funding was an issue that resurfaced 

during each focus group – participants 

emphasized the need for a parks and 
recreation Department with adequate 
financial backing and strong political 
support.  

• According to participants, acquiring more 
parks, facilities, and open space is a major need 
for the Vancouver-Clark region. 

• Participants perceived a need for effective 
coordination around parks and recreation 
planning. 

• Staffing was an issue with many focus 
group participants, who saw a need for 
more and better-trained staff, in addition 
to better procedures for handling 
vacancies, and better equipment for existing 
staff. 

• Focus group participants felt that the 
Department could improve efforts to 
redevelop older parks and use existing 
resources more effectively. 

• Many participants placed value on the 
environment, and recommended that the 
Department pursue natural area management 
and planning, open space preservation, and 
environmental education. 

• Improved publicity and marketing was also 
suggested by focus group participants to 
increase residents’ awareness of park and 
recreation opportunities. 

• According to participants, there is a need 
for more sports fields within the planning 
area. 

• Focus group participants also mentioned 
the need for an improved security. 

• Focus group participants saw the need for 
a number of additional recreation facilities, 
including: community centers, aquatic 
center, gyms, a major sports complex, 
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basketball courts, spray parks, community 
gardens, skate/BMX parks, and trails. 

• Accessibility improvements are needed. For 
example, focus group participants saw a 
need for accessible trails and play 
structures.   

• Affordability of recreation programs and facilities 
was also a priority for many participants. 

 

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 
 
During February and March 2006, half-hour 
phone interviews were conducted with 25 
representatives from a variety of organizations 
within the Vancouver-Clark region.  The 
results of the interviews helped identify parks, 
recreation, and open space needs within the 
community. 
 
KEY FINDINGS 
• Trails were highly valued by stakeholders.  

Trail improvements are needed, as well as 
trails that connect parks, schools, and 
other areas. 

• The community values wildlife habitat and 
protection, access to nature, preservation of open 
space, and environmental awareness.  More land 
should be acquired to protect the 
environment and increase access to 
natural areas. 

• Stakeholders believed parks, recreation 
facilities, and open space improve quality 
of life by providing and encouraging exercise and 
health.  

• Building a sense of family and community 
togetherness is also a highly-valued aspect of 
parks and recreation in the City of 
Vancouver and Clark County. 

• Stakeholders noted the ability of parks 
and recreation to promote economic 

development. 

• Stakeholders recognized many park and 
recreation facility improvements needed in the 
Vancouver-Clark planning area, including 
community centers, community gardens, 
downtown pocket parks, field 
improvements, and a connected trail 
system. 

• While most stakeholders were unaware of 
underserved areas, some found the 
following areas to be underserved by 
parks, recreation, and open space: rural 
areas, north County, the west side, and the Hazel 
Dell area. 

• Stakeholders said the community is 
generally unfamiliar with parks, recreation 
facilities, and open spaces in Vancouver Clark.  
Increased publicity and communications were a 
frequently-mentioned need. 

 

COMMUNITY SURVEY 
  
The Community Survey was designed to elicit 
information regarding park and recreation 
preferences and usage patterns.  It included 
questions which focused on satisfaction levels, 
familiarity, recreation interests, participation, 
and project preferences, among others.   
 
METHODOLOGY  
Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall, Inc. (DHM) 
conducted a community survey for 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation to 
assist in the review and update of the 2006 
Comprehensive Park Plan. The overall 
purpose of this research was to gauge citizen 
attitudes and opinions about:   

 General park and recreation services,  

 Participation in various recreation 
activities,  
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 Satisfaction with services and programs,  

 Priorities for park and recreation planning, 
and 

 Support for the Urban Forestry Program. 

A total of 614 interviews were conducted 
between March 3-8, 2006 in Clark County. 
The survey averaged 12 minutes in length and 
respondents, age 18 and older, were selected 
using Random Digit Dialing to include 
households with unlisted or unpublished 
numbers.  In gathering the survey responses, 
DHM employed quality control measures 
which included questionnaire pretesting, 
callbacks, and verification.  For the exact 
wording and order of questions, see the 
annotated questionnaire. 
 
Any sampling of opinions or attitudes is 
subject to a margin of error, which represents 
the difference between a sample of a given 
population and the total population.  If 
respondents answered a particular question in 
the proportion of 90% one way and 10% the 
other, the margin of error would be +/- 
2.37% for n=614.  If respondents answered 
50% each way, the margin of error would be 
+/- 3.95%.  These plus-minus error margins 
represent differences between the sample and 
total population at a confidence interval, or 
probability, calculated to be 95%.  This means 
that there is a 95% probability that the sample 
taken for this study would fall within the 
stated margins of error if compared with the 
results achieved from surveying the entire 
target population. 
 
The research surveyed a representative sample 
of the population of Clark County (City of 
Vancouver, unincorporated urban areas – 
UUA – and rural Clark County).  The 
demographic information collected includes:   

 

TABLE A-2: COMMUNITY SURVEY SAMPLE 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Age 
18-24 7% 
25-34 17% 
35-54 39% 
55-64 20% 
65 plus 14% 
DK/Na/Refused 3% 

Average Length of Residence in Clark County 
19.8 years 

Household Income 
under $25K 8% 
$25-50K 24% 
$50-75K 22% 
$75-100K 13% 
$100K or greater 13% 
DK/Na/Refused 21% 

Gender 
Female 50% 
Male 50% 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall, Inc.; March 2006 

 
KEY FINDINGS 
• When asked who builds and maintains parks 

and provides park and recreation services in their 
community, 44% of respondents either 
did not know or did not answer the 
question.   

• Similarly, 42% of respondents could not or 
did not name a park that is owned or 
maintained by the Vancouver-Clark Parks 
and Recreation Department.  

• In the past 12 months, each respondent 
has used a park or trail on average 50.2 
times. 

• In the past 12 months, each respondent 
has used a recreation program or facility on 
average of 29 times. 

• A large majority (93%) of respondents 
said that parks and recreation programs and 
services are important to quality of life.   
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• Regional parks received the highest grade 
for maintenance and upkeep of all park 
types, with 66% of respondents giving 
them an A or B grade.  In general, all 
parks and facilities received high grades 
for maintenance from the majority of 
respondents. 

• On a scale of one to five, with one being 
poor and five being excellent, respondents 
indicated that they find the safety and 
security of parks and recreation facilities to 
be good, with a mean score of 3.6. 

• On a list of 11 services offered by the 
VCPRD, Community Survey respondents 
reported that neighborhood and community 
parks were used most frequently.  Trails and 
walking paths, and open space and natural 
areas were also used frequently by 
respondents. 

• Community Survey respondents ranked 
programs for youth and seniors highest on a list 
of eleven possible services to expand.  
Programs for disabled citizens, trails and 
walking paths, and neighborhood and 
community parks ranked as second, third, 
and fourth priorities respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• At least 91% of respondents supported 
expanding the following services and programs:  
youth programs, trails and walking paths, 
and programs for senior citizens.  

• About one-third (34%) of respondents 
believed building or expanding recreation 
programs and community centers should be 
among the VCPRD’s highest priorities 

• A large percentage (80%) of Community 
Survey respondents supported expanding 
outdoor sports complexes for competitive 
teams, while expansion of skate parks had 
the least support (34%).  However, skate 
parks typically appeal to youth, who were 
not well represented in this survey. 

• Respondents listed the three most-needed 
improvements in parks and recreation as 
better security/safety, more/bigger parks, 
and proper maintenance.  
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Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall, Inc. 

Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation Comp Plan-Annotated 
March 2006; N=614; RDD 

 
1.  Do you happen to know who builds and maintains parks and provides recreation services in your 

community?  (Open, Code up to 3 responses) 

 City of Vancouver--------------------------------------------------21% 
 Clark County --------------------------------------------------------13% 
 Parks and Recreation ----------------------------------------------- 5% 
 Vancouver Parks and Recreation --------------------------------- 4% 
 All other responses-------------------------------------------------- 2% or less 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused -----------------------44% 
 
2.  Vancouver Parks and Recreation is the local government agency that provides parks and recreation 

services to the City of Vancouver and Clark County.  Do you happen to know the name of any park, 
recreation facility, sports field, or natural area they provide?  (Open, Code up to 3 responses) 

 Marshall --------------------------------------------------------------- 9% 
 Esther Short/Short Park ------------------------------------------- 9% 
 Lewisville ------------------------------------------------------------ 6% 
 Vancouver ------------------------------------------------------------ 5% 
 Firstenburg ----------------------------------------------------------- 5% 
 David Douglass------------------------------------------------------ 3% 
 Orchard --------------------------------------------------------------- 3% 
 All other responses-------------------------------------------------- 2% or less 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused -----------------------42% 
 
3 Which ONE of the following three statements comes closest to the way you feel about park 

and recreation services in your community.  (ROTATE) 

A. Members of my household use parks or recreation programs on a regular 
basis, and I believe that these services are important to quality of life.------------41% 

   OR 
 B. Although members of my household do not use parks or recreation 

programs frequently, I believe that these services are important to quality of 
life. --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------52% 

   OR 
 C. Parks and recreation services are not important to quality of life.------------------- 5% 

 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------------------------------ 2% 
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In general, how satisfied are you with the maintenance and upkeep of the following park and 
recreation areas in your community? Please use a grading scale with A, B, C, D and F. (Rotate list. 
Separate “don’t know” from “do not use”)  

       Do not DK/ 
ROTATE     A B   C     D     F    Use NA 

4. Neighborhood and community parks, 
which are smaller parks and within 
walking distance of homes? ------------------- 34% --- 30% ----- 14%----- 3% ------3% ----- 8%-----7% 

5. Regional parks, which are large parks that 
attract visitors from throughout the 
County? -------------------------------------- 29% --- 37% ----- 10%----- 3% ------2% ----10%-----9% 

6. Open space and natural areas?---------------- 28% --- 35% ----- 14%----- 3% ------3% ----- 8%-----8% 

7. Trails and walking paths?---------------------- 35% --- 29% ----- 13%----- 2% ------2% ----11%-----8% 

8. Recreation and community centers?--------- 26% --- 33% ------ 9%----- 3% ------2% ----18%--- 10% 

 
9.  On a scale of one to five, with 1 being “poor”, and 5 being “excellent”, how would you rate the 

overall safety and security of the parks and recreation facilities in your community?   

  Poor Excellent DK/NA 
ROTATE 01 02 03 04 05  10 

      Mean  3.6 
 
I’m going to read a list of recreation activities. Please tell me if you or other members of your 
household participated in the following activity within the past year. (Rotate) 
  YES NO  

10. Wildlife Observation (Skip to Q20) ---------------------------54%--- 46% 

11. Horseback Riding (Skip to Q20)-------------------------------10%--- 90% 

12. Canoeing, kayaking, or row boating (Skip to Q20) ---------21%--- 79% 

13. Power boating or jet skiing (Skip to Q20)--------------------23%--- 77% 

14. Mountain Biking (Skip to Q20) --------------------------------24%--- 76% 

15. Disc or Frisbee Golf (Skip to Q20) ---------------------------13%--- 87% 

16. Skateboarding or BMX (Skip to Q20) ------------------------16%--- 84% 

17. Camping (Ask Q18 then Q19) ---------------------------------50%--- 50% 
 
18. (If camping) When camping, do you normally use a tent, RV, or yurt?  

 Tent-------------------------------------------------------------------72% 
 RV --------------------------------------------------------------------23% 
 Yurt ------------------------------------------------------------------- 2% 
 Something else ------------------------------------------------------ 3% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 1% 
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19. (If camping) If Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation provided overnight camping facilities in 
the County, would you or members of your household be very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely, 
or not at all likely to use these camping facilities in Clark County?  

 Very likely -----------------------------------------------------------26% 
 Somewhat likely ----------------------------------------------------38% 
 Not too likely -------------------------------------------------------17% 
 Not at all likely------------------------------------------------------16% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 2% 
 
I’ll read some programs and services provided by Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation. Using a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means that program or service should be a very low priority and a 10 means 
that program or service should be a very high priority, please rate each of the following. You can 
choose any number between 0 and 10. While you may find many of these programs and services to 
be important, keep in mind that funding is limited. What priority should be given to: (Rotate.)  
 

  Very Low Very High DK/ 
  Priority Priority  NA 
ROTATE 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 

20. Adult programs, including fitness, 
sports, and general classes ------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 6.6 

21. Youth programs, including sports 
and after school programs ------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 8.0 

22. Maintaining and planting street trees 
in urban areas ---------------------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 6.7 

23. Trails and walking paths---------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.7 

24. Neighborhood and community 
parks--------------------------------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.6 

25. Regional parks --------------------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.3 

26. Open space and natural areas --- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.5 

27. Swimming pools and aquatic 
programs---------------------------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.1 

28. Sports and athletic fields --------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.2 

29. Programs for senior citizens----- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.5 

30. Programs accessible to citizens with 
disabilities--------------------------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.8 
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I’d like to reread these same services and programs. Thinking about the last year, please tell me if 
you, or a member of your family used the following service or program once a week or more, once 
or twice a month, a few times a year, or never. (Rotate and reread list. Separate respondent and 
household member.) 
 
RESPONDENT  
 (ROTATE)  Once A  Once     Few   DK/ 
  Wk More Twice/Mo  Times/Yr Never  NA 

31. Adult programs, including fitness, sports, and 
general classes-----------------------------------------------------11%-----7% ----- 13% -- 69% ---- 1% 

32. Youth programs, including sports and after school 
programs-----------------------------------------------------------12%-----8% ------ 7% -- 72% ---- 1% 

33. Maintaining and planting street trees in urban areas--------- 9%-----6% ------ 8% -- 74% ---- 4% 

34. Trails and walking paths-----------------------------------------22%--- 22% ----- 27% -- 28% ---- 1% 

35. Neighborhood and community parks-------------------------24%--- 28% ----- 22% -- 25% ---- 1% 

36. Regional parks ----------------------------------------------------11%--- 22% ----- 38% -- 27% ---- 1% 

37. Open space and natural areas ----------------------------------22%--- 22% ----- 28% -- 27% ---- 1% 

38. Swimming and aquatic programs ------------------------------10%--- 11% ----- 20% -- 59% ---- 0% 

39. Sports and athletic fields ----------------------------------------16%--- 12% ----- 18% -- 54% ---- 1% 

40. Programs for senior citizens------------------------------------- 3%-----4% ------ 7% -- 85% ---- 1% 

41. Programs accessible to citizens with disabilities-------------- 3%-----3% ------ 4% -- 88% ---- 3% 
 
 
HOUSEHOLD MEMBER   
 (ROTATE)  Once A  Once     Few   DK/ 
  Wk More Twice/Mo  Times/Yr Never  NA 

31b. Adult programs, including fitness, sports, and 
general classes-----------------------------------------------------11%-----7% ----- 13% -- 66% ---- 3% 

32b. Youth programs, including sports and after school 
programs-----------------------------------------------------------16%--- 11% ------ 9% -- 61% ---- 3% 

33b. Maintaining and planting street trees in urban areas--------- 8%-----5% ------ 8% -- 73% ---- 6% 

34b. Trails and walking paths-----------------------------------------20%--- 21% ----- 26% -- 31% ---- 3% 

35b. Neighborhood and community parks-------------------------24%--- 27% ----- 19% -- 27% ---- 3% 

36b. Regional parks ----------------------------------------------------11%--- 22% ----- 35% -- 28% ---- 4% 

37b. Open space and natural areas ----------------------------------21%--- 22% ----- 25% -- 28% ---- 3% 

38b. Swimming and aquatic programs ------------------------------10%--- 12% ----- 22% -- 53% ---- 2% 

39b. Sports and athletic fields ----------------------------------------18%--- 14% ----- 15% -- 50% ---- 2% 

40b. Programs for senior citizens------------------------------------- 3%-----4% ------ 5% -- 85% ---- 3% 

41b. Programs accessible to citizens with disabilities-------------- 3%-----3% ------ 4% -- 85% ---- 4% 
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Going through these same services and programs again, would you strongly support, somewhat 
support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation expanding 
these services and programs. (Rotate and reread list.) 
 (ROTATE) Strongly  Smwt  Smwt Strongly   DK/ 
  Support Support Oppose Oppose    NA 

42. Adult programs, including fitness, sports, and 
general classes-----------------------------------------------------42%--- 39% ------ 8% ---- 6% ---- 5% 

43. Youth programs, including sports and after school 
programs-----------------------------------------------------------65%--- 26% ------ 3% ---- 4% ---- 2% 

44. Maintaining and planting street trees in urban areas--------43%--- 36% ----- 11% ---- 6% ---- 4% 

45. Trails and walking paths-----------------------------------------59%--- 31% ------ 4% ---- 4% ---- 2% 

46. Neighborhood and community parks-------------------------60%--- 30% ------ 5% ---- 2% ---- 3% 

47. Regional parks ----------------------------------------------------49%--- 39% ------ 6% ---- 3% ---- 4% 

48. Open space and natural areas ----------------------------------57%--- 32% ------ 4% ---- 4% ---- 2% 

49. Swimming and aquatic programs ------------------------------48%--- 38% ------ 6% ---- 5% ---- 3% 

50. Sports and athletic fields ----------------------------------------46%--- 42% ------ 5% ---- 5% ---- 3% 

51. Programs for senior citizens------------------------------------52%--- 39% ------ 3% ---- 2% ---- 4% 

52. Programs accessible to citizens with disabilities-------------59%--- 31% ------ 4% ---- 2% ---- 4% 
 
53. If Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation were going to expand its services or facilities, which 

ONE of the following areas should be the highest priority?  

 Acquiring and developing new parks ---------------------------18% 
 Purchasing open space and natural areas -----------------------22% 
 Building or expanding recreation programs  
 and community centers--------------------------------------------34% 
 Building trails and walking paths---------------------------------21% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 5% 
 
54.  Using a scale of 1 (not important at all) to 5 (very important), how important is it to include each of the 

following in the development of a neighborhood park of about five acres in size (ROTATE): 

   Not at all Very DK/ 
  Important Important NA 
ROTATE  01 02 03 04 05  06 

a. Natural areas with mature trees ------ ------ ------- -- Mean----- -- 4.0 

b. Walking paths---------------------- ------ ------ ------- -- Mean----- -- 4.1 

c. Play equipment -------------------- ------ ------ ------- -- Mean----- -- 3.9 

d. Irrigated grass areas --------------- ------ ------ ------- -- Mean----- -- 3.5 

e. Small skateboard facilities-------- ------ ------ ------- -- Mean----- -- 2.7 

f. Half court basketball courts ----- ------ ------ ------- -- Mean----- -- 3.1 
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On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being ‘not important at all’ and 10 being ‘very important’, please rate 
the importance of each of the following types of trail in Clark County and the City of Vancouver: 

  Not Important Very  DK/ 
  At All Important  NA 
ROTATE 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 

55. Trails connecting parks to other 
parks--------------------------------- ------ ------ ---MEAN -- ---- 6.2 

56. Trails along rivers ----------------- ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.2 

57. Trails in more forested, more 
natural areas ------------------------ ------ ------ --- Mean --- ---- 7.1 

 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation is considering developing certain specialized facilities. Would 
you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose Vancouver-Clark 
Parks and Recreation expanding into the following areas.  (Rotate list.) 
 (ROTATE) Strongly  Smwt  Smwt Strongly   DK/ 
  Support Support Oppose Oppose    NA 

58. Dog parks ---------------------------------------------------------37%--- 35% ----- 15% -- 11% ---- 3% 

59. Equestrian trails and facilities ----------------------------------23%--- 39% ----- 17% -- 15% ---- 6% 

60. Skate parks for skateboarding ----------------------------------23%--- 41% ----- 17% -- 17% ---- 3% 

61. Community vegetable and flower gardens -------------------35%--- 40% ----- 12% ---- 9% ---- 4% 

62. Outdoor sports complexes for competitive teams 
including soccer, baseball and softball ------------------------40%--- 40% ------ 7% ---- 9% ---- 4% 

 
63. What do you believe are the three most needed improvements in the parks and recreation 

system in your community?  (Open. Code up to 3 mentions only.) 

 More facilities ------------------------------------------------------31% 
 Amenities ------------------------------------------------------------21% 
 Maintenance---------------------------------------------------------18% 
 Special facilities -----------------------------------------------------17% 
 Security---------------------------------------------------------------15% 
 Programs ------------------------------------------------------------11% 
 Awareness, accessibility -------------------------------------------- 9% 
 Other ----------------------------------------------------------------11% 
 None ------------------------------------------------------------------ 5% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused -----------------------17% 
 



_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ Appendix A 

Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan | 2007__________________________________A-13 

64. In general, how many times have you or any member of your household used a park or trail in 
the last 12 months? (Record number.)   

 0 times----------------------------------------------------------------12% 
 1-3 times -------------------------------------------------------------15% 
 4-9 times -------------------------------------------------------------15% 
 10-19 times ----------------------------------------------------------14% 
 20 or more times ---------------------------------------------------38% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 1% 
 Mean------------------------------------------------------------------50.2 times 
 
65. Again, generally, how many times have you or any member of your household used recreation 

programs or facilities in the last 12 months? (Record number.)   

 0 times----------------------------------------------------------------37% 
 1-3 times -------------------------------------------------------------16% 
 4-9 times -------------------------------------------------------------11% 
 10-19 times ----------------------------------------------------------10% 
 20 or more times ---------------------------------------------------23% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 2% 
 Mean------------------------------------------------------------------29.0 times 
 
66. (City/Urban only) Were you aware that the City has an Urban Forestry Program to promote 

the number of and improve the health of trees in the City?  

 Yes --------------------------------------------------------------------25% 
 No --------------------------------------------------------------------74% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 1% 

 
67. (City/Urban only) The City of Vancouver has an Urban Forestry Program that preserves, 

manages, and enhances existing trees and plants additional trees within the City limits because 
of trees have environmental, economic, and aesthetic value. Would you strongly support, 
somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose expanding the Urban Forestry 
Program to areas outside the Vancouver city limits?  

 Strongly support ----------------------------------------------------48% 
 Somewhat support -------------------------------------------------35% 
 Somewhat oppose--------------------------------------------------- 7% 
 Strongly oppose ----------------------------------------------------- 7% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 2% 
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These last few questions are for statistical purposes only.  
 
D1. Is your age between 

 18-24 ------------------------------------------------------------------ 7% 
 25-34 -----------------------------------------------------------------17% 
 35-54 -----------------------------------------------------------------39% 
 55-64 -----------------------------------------------------------------20% 
 65 plus----------------------------------------------------------------14% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 3% 
 
D2. How many years have you lived in Clark County? (Record years.) 

 1-10 year -------------------------------------------------------------36% 
 10-20 years-----------------------------------------------------------26% 
 20 or more years----------------------------------------------------38% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 1% 
 Mean------------------------------------------------------------------19.8 years 

 
D3. What is your zip code?  
 
D4. How many adults currently live in your household?  (Record number.) 

 1 -----------------------------------------------------------------------21% 
 2 -----------------------------------------------------------------------65% 
 3 or more ------------------------------------------------------------13% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 1% 
 Mean------------------------------------------------------------------- 2.0 
 
D5. How many children under age 18 currently live in your household? (Record number.) 

 No children----------------------------------------------------------57% 
 1 -----------------------------------------------------------------------16% 
 2 -----------------------------------------------------------------------15% 
 3 or more ------------------------------------------------------------11% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused ------------------------ 1% 
 Mean------------------------------------------------------------------- 0.9 
 
D6. Is your total household income: 

 Under $25,000 ------------------------------------------------------- 8% 
 $25,000 to $50,000 -------------------------------------------------24% 
 $50,000 to $75,000 -------------------------------------------------22% 
 $75,000 to $100,000------------------------------------------------13% 
 $100,000 or greater-------------------------------------------------13% 
 [DON’T READ]  DK / Na / Refused -----------------------21% 
 
D6. Gender (DO NOT ASK.)[BY OBSERVATION]  
 Male ------------------------------------------------------------------50% 
 Female----------------------------------------------------------------50% 
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COMMUNITY PLANS 
The Comprehensive Plan also built on the 
work of previous plans:  
 
2006 REGIONAL TRAILS & BIKEWAY 

SYSTEM PLAN  
The countywide trails and bikeway plan was 
prepared under the guidance of and with 
input from a 15-member task force of private 
and public agencies and interested citizens. 
Task force membership included 
representatives from bicycle, walking, and 
equestrian clubs, and providers of trails on 
public lands, including the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, US Forest Service, and Washington 
Departments of Fisheries, Wildlife, 
Transportation, and Natural Resources. 
Additional information was gathered during 
two series of public workshops.  The plan 
covers incorporated and unincorporated areas 
and identifies five trail types: regional multi-
use trails, local trails, rustic trails, semi-
primitive trails, and bike lanes and pedestrian 
walkways. Published in April of 2006 and 
adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners, the Clark County Trails & 
Bikeway System Plan is incorporated by 
reference.  
 
2004 CLARK COUNTY 20-YEAR 

COMPREHENSIVE GROWTH 

MANAGEMENT PLAN  
The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive 
Growth Management Plan was adopted in 
September 2004. It was developed to manage 
Clark County's growth in ways that will result 
in a better future for the community. The 
Plan describes a future that will protect and 
conserve natural, financial and human 
resources to continue the quality of life 
enjoyed by Clark County’s residents. The 
comprehensive plan contains policies that will 

guide land use in Clark County for the next 20 
years as required by the Growth Management 
Act. The comprehensive planning process 
involved extensive, broad-based citizen 
participation.  
 
2003 VANCOUVER 20-YEAR 

COMPREHENSIVE GROWTH 

MANAGEMENT PLAN  
The Vancouver Comprehensive Plan 2003-2023, is 
an update of Vancouver’s 1994 
comprehensive plan, Visions for the Vancouver 
Urban Area, the City’s first plan under the 
State of Washington Growth Management 
Act of 1990 (GMA). The 1994 plan 
established a vision of a livable urban area 
where growth would be tied to the City’s 
ability to provide public services. The 
Vancouver Comprehensive Plan 2003-2023 was 
developed through an extensive public 
process involving Clark County, local cities, 
stakeholders, and the community at large and 
was adopted on May 3, 2004. The intent of 
the comprehensive plan is to present a clear 
vision for Vancouver’s future over the next 20 
years—a vision that can be easily understood, 
evaluated, and implemented. The plan 
contains policy direction relating to growth 
and development, environmentally sensitive 
areas, historic places, public services, and 
other issues. Plan policies are implemented 
through subarea plans and provisions of the 
Vancouver Municipal Code and other local 
standards. The Vancouver comprehensive 
plan is intended to coordinate development 
and to smooth the transition of services 
between the incorporated and unincorporated 
urban areas as annexation is considered. 
 
2003 CONSERVATION AREAS 

ACQUISITION PLAN  
The Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan, 
adopted in 2003, assesses landscape and 
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natural resource protection needs and 
opportunities within Clark County and 
identifies priority acquisitions for the 
expenditure of conservation area funds. The 
planning process involved a range of public 
involvement opportunities, including public 
meetings and surveys, as well as technical 
assistance provided by various advisory 
committees and working groups. 
 
2002 VANCOUVER URBAN PARKS, 
RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE PLAN  
This plan was the first to look at the 
Vancouver urban area in its entirety; it covers 
parks, trails, recreation facilities, and open 
space. The planning process involved a 
statistically reliable citizen survey, mail-in and 
Internet surveys, five public meetings, 
stakeholder interviews, a citizen-sponsored 
parks symposium, and public review and 
adoption. Six major goals and 94 policies help 
define the county’s roles in urban and regional 
facilities. 
 
2001 OPEN SPACE COMMISSION 

REPORT 
In September 2001, an 18-member citizen 
advisory committee was formed to prepare an 
acquisition plan and consider the feasibility of 
utilizing the conservation REET as a funding 
source.  The plan identifies a series of high 
priority areas throughout the county for 
expending conservation area funds should 
such funds become available. 
 
2000 VANCOUVER-CLARK RECREATION 

PROGRAM COST RECOVERY PLAN  
This July 2000 plan covers the vision and 
guiding principles for recreation services in 
Vancouver. It includes six major goals based 
on citywide strategic commitments and 
department-wide strategic initiatives. 
Programming objectives and priorities are 

provided for each of five age groups. An 
implementation strategy identifies key 
activities to achieve the plan’s goals and 
objectives. The citizen-based parks and 
recreation commission assisted with 
development of the plan.  
 
2000 CLARK COUNTY REGIONAL 

PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE 

PLAN  
The county’s regional parks plan was adopted 
in June 2000. It covers regional parks, trails, 
recreation facilities, and open space. The 
planning process involved a statistically 
reliable citizen survey, mail-in and Internet 
surveys, 13 public meetings, stakeholder 
interviews, and public review and adoption. 
Ten major goals and 100 policies help define 
the city and county’s roles in urban park and 
recreation facilities.  
 
1999 VANCOUVER-CLARK FACILITIES & 

SERVICES STRATEGIC PLAN  
This study examines the facilities and services 
in the Vancouver urban area. It was 
completed with the objective of providing 
better recreation services to the community. 
The plan creates seven strategic initiatives to 
be accomplished within three to five years. 
Seventeen implementation strategies are 
identified as action guidelines for achieving 
the goals. This plan was completed with the 
assistance of the citizen-based Vancouver-
Clark Parks and Recreation Commission and 
in consultation with local school districts.  
 
1998 CLARK COUNTY SPORTS FIELD 

MASTER PLAN  
The Clark County Sports Field Master Plan 
was published in January 1998. It was 
developed under the guidance of two 
community-based committees. A 16-member 
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citizen task force represented user groups. It 
was composed of representatives of baseball, 
softball, soccer, and football at the adult, teen, 
and youth levels. Invitations to participate 
were sent to 42 leagues. A 13-member 
administrative task force represented sport 
field providers. It included members from 
cities, schools, and Clark County.  The plan 
includes goals for cities, schools, user groups, 
and the county. The complete sports fields 
plan is incorporated by reference.  
 
1995 VANCOUVER PARKS RECREATION, 
AND OPEN SPACE PLAN  
This plan was completed in April 1995. Like 
Clark County, it was the city’s first park plan 
developed under the Growth Management 
Act. Significant public participation was 
provided through city and county efforts to 
involve the community in implementation of 
GMA. Public workshops, public opinion 
surveys, printed materials, community 
outreach, and citizen and agency advisory 
boards all contributed to the public’s 
knowledge of and participation in the 
planning process.  
 
1994 CLARK COUNTY PARKS, 
RECREATION & OPEN SPACE PLAN  
The 1994 Parks, Recreation & Open Space 
Plan was the county’s first parks plan 
developed under the requirements of the 
Growth Management Act. Under GMA, 
preparation of the parks plan was 
incorporated into the overall land use 
planning process. This included participation 
in an extensive public outreach program 
involving 19 public workshops held 
throughout the county, a public opinion 
survey, community outreach, and citizen and 
agency advisory boards.  The county parks 
department also sponsored opportunities for 
public input and involvement, including two 

public opinion surveys — the June1991 open 
space survey and the March 1992 parks survey 
— six special citizen committees, and 10 
special interest group meetings. Since 
adoption, the plan has served as the county’s 
policy guide for acquisition and development 
of urban and regional parks and facilities.  
 
1992 CLARK COUNTY OPEN SPACE 

COMMISSION FINAL REPORT  
The 14-member Clark County Open Space 
Commission was organized in November 
1989 to prepare an open space plan for the 
county. Following three years of work, which 
included a citizen survey in June 1991, the 
commission issued its final report in August 
1992. The commission's report has served as 
the primary guide in planning and acquiring 
the growing system of open space, greenways, 
and habitat areas throughout Clark County. 
The Clark County Open Space Commission 
Final Report is incorporated by reference.  
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VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS & RECREATION 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan 

 

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 
 
WHAT IS VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS & RECREATION? 
Vancouver and Clark County combined their parks departments in 1997, creating Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation. 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation is responsible for planning, design, and development of urban park facilities and 
recreation services within the City of Vancouver and in the unincorporated urban area around Vancouver, and regional 
park facilities and services countywide.  
 
WHAT IS THE COMPREHENSIVE PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE PLAN? 
The Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan will guide the Department's efforts to acquire and develop 
parks and open spaces, and enhance and expand recreation programs throughout Clark County. The Plan focuses on parks, 
trails, special facilities, conservation and greenway systems, and wildlife habitat within Clark County. The Plan will reflect 
the community’s vision for providing parks, recreation facilities, and open spaces, and lays out a six year work plan to meet 
the park and recreation needs of the community.  
 
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE PUBLIC WORKSHOPS? 
To gather public input about park facility and recreation service needs and priorities, for use in updating the Vancouver-
Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan. Public input is important so that the Department knows 
what people like about current facilities and services and what our priorities should be in providing new and improved 
facilities and services.  
 
WHY DOES THE PLAN REQUIRE AN UPDATE? 
Currently, there are similar older plans for the City of Vancouver (2002) and the unincorporated areas of Clark County 
(2000). These plans designed to last for six years. Since this Comprehensive Plan will cover both the City of Vancouver and 
Clark County, an update is needed in 2006.  There are a number of other reasons why the Plan should be updated now, 
including:  

1) To ensure that the plan addresses the needs and priorities of the residents;  
2) To update the plan and its priorities to reflect changing conditions, particularly since the region is growing rapidly;   
3) To meet the requirements of Washington’s Growth Management Act, which requires periodic updates of 

comprehensive plans and capital facility plans; and  
4) To remain eligible for grant funds administered by the Washington State Interagency Committee for Outdoor 

Recreation, which requires that park and recreation plans be reviewed and re-certified every six years. 
 
WHAT GUIDES THE PLANNING PROCESS? 
The update process is guided by community needs and desires as well as Washington’s Growth Management Act and the 
Washington State Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation, the major source of grant funds for local park projects. 
 
WHAT KINDS OF PARK LAND DOES THE PLAN INCLUDE? 
The Plan will include an analysis of need and recommendations for neighborhood, community, and regional parks, as well 
as habitat conservation areas, trails and greenways, and special facilities. 
 
WHAT OTHER PLANS HAVE ALREADY BEEN COMPLETED? 
This Plan will complement a variety of other plans that have already been completed by the Department, including the  
Clark County Trails and Bikeways Systems Plan (2006), the Vancouver Paths and Trails Master Plan, the Facilities and 
Services Strategic Plan, the 2000 Recreation Program and Cost Recovery Plan, the Sports Field Master Plan, and site master 
plans for individual parks. 
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WHAT ARE THE DIFFERENCES IN PARK AND RECREATION SERVICES BETWEEN THE CITY OF VANCOUVER, THE 

UNINCORPORATED URBAN AREA, AND OTHER AREAS OF CLARK COUNTY? 
The City of Vancouver and Clark County provide varying of levels of park and recreation service through Vancouver-Clark 
Parks & Recreation. The City of Vancouver provides acquisition and development of neighborhood and community parks, 
sports fields, and recreation facilities and programs within the city limits. Within the urban-unincorporated area around 
Vancouver (within the urban growth boundary, but outside the city limits), Clark County acquires land for neighborhood 
and community parks and youth sports fields. A number of these parks are being developed thanks to funding from the 
Greater Clark Park District, formed in 2005. The County does not provide recreation programs, but County residents are 
welcome to attend recreation facilities and programs at Vancouver facilities at no additional fee. The other cities within 
Clark County are responsible for planning, developing, and managing park facilities within their city limits. 
 
WHAT IS THE TIMELINE FOR COMPLETING THE PLAN? 
A draft of the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan will be available for public review June of 2006. 
The Plan will then be submitted to the Vancouver and Clark County Planning Commissions in July and the Vancouver City 
Council and Board of County Commissioners in September. 
 
IS TIME FOR MORE PUBLIC INPUT SCHEDULED? 
Yes! We are holding public meetings at the following dates and locations. All meetings will be held from 6:30 to 8 p.m. 
 
Tuesday, February 28th 
Alki Middle School 
1800 NW Bliss Rd, Vancouver 
 
Wednesday, March 1st 
Luepke Center 
1009 E. McLoughlin, Vancouver 

Thursday, March 2nd 
Firstenburg Community Center 
700 N.E. 136th Ave, Vancouver 
 
Monday, March 6th 
Washougal Community Center 
1681 C Street, Washougal 

Thursday, March 9th 
Battle Ground City Hall 
109 S.W. 1st Street, Battle Ground 

 
We will also be holding a similar series of meetings this summer so that residents can review the draft plan and submit their 
comments. Look for advertisements and flyers for these meetings, or check the Parks & Recreation website at 
www.vanclarkparks-rec.org. You can also submit comments or ideas to Michelle Kunec, her contact information is below. 
 
WHO DO I CONTACT TO GET MORE INFORMATION?  
Michelle Kunec, Park Planner 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation  
610 Esther Street, PO Box 1995 
Vancouver, Washington 98860 
Phone: (360) 619-1144  
Email: michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
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VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS & RECREATION 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan 

 

DEFINITIONS 
 

Neighborhood parks provide access to basic recreation 
opportunities for nearby residents, enhance neighbor-hood 
identity, and preserve neighborhood open space.  These 
parks are designed primarily for non-organized recreation.  
Located within walking and bicycling distance of most 
users, they are generally three to five acres in size and serve 
residents within a ½-mile radius.  Neighborhood parks 
often include amenities such as playgrounds, turf areas, 
picnic tables, and benches.  
 
Examples: Carter Park, Homestead Park, Heritage Park   
 

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

Community parks provide a focal point and gathering place 
for broader groups of users.  Usually twenty to 100 acres in 
size, community parks are used by all segments of the 
population and serve residents from a one to three-mile 
area.  Community parks often include recreation facilities 
for organized sports, such as sports fields, skate parks, and 
play courts.  Community parks may also incorporate 
passive recreation space and community facilities like 
community or senior centers.  Because of their large service 
area, community parks require more support facilities, such 
as parking and restrooms.   
 
Examples: Leverich Park, Orchards Park, HB Fuller  
 

COMMUNITY 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 recreation activities.  Facilities can 
include sports fields, extensive trail systems, or large picnic 
areas.  In addition, regional parks often include passive 
recreation space and specific features, like access to lakes or 
rivers, which make them unique.  Because of their large size 
and broad service area, regional parks typically require more 
support facilities, such as parking and restrooms..  They are 
usually designed to accommodate large groups of people. 
 
Examples: Lewisville Park, Frenchman’s Bar 

REGIONAL PARKS 

Open spaces are permanently undeveloped green spaces 
which are managed for both their natural value and for 
light impact recreational use.  Open spaces range in size 
from one to thousands of acres, and may include wetlands, 
wildlife habitats, or stream corridors.  Open spaces provide 
opportunities for nature-based recreation such as bird-
watching and environmental education.  They may also be 
located to preserve or protect environmentally sensitive 
areas, such as endangered animal and plant habitat.  
 
Examples:  Vancouver Lake Wildlife Area, Lower East   

Fork of the Lewis River 
 

OPEN SPACE & NATURAL AREAS

Special use areas are freestanding specialized use facilities 
such as community centers, aquatic centers, sports 
complexes, skate parks, or boat launches.  Since special use 
areas vary widely in function there are no minimum sizes, 
but special use areas must be large enough to accommodate 
the intended use.  Support facilities including parking and 
restrooms are often included. 
 
Examples: Marshall Center, Tennis Center, Happa Boat 

Launch, Vancouver Girls Softball Complex 
 

SPECIAL USE FACILITIES

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. 
 
Examples: Waterfront Trail, Salmon Creek Greenway 
  

TRAILS & GREENWAYS



Questions? 
Contact Michelle Kunec at 

michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
or (360) 619-1144. 

You can also visit our website: 
www.vanclarkparks-rec.org

needs YOUR input!
Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation is updating its Parks, 

Recreation, and Open Space Plan. This Plan will serve as a roadmap 
for Parks & Recreation and will help guide our decisions for the next 

six years.  We need your help to determine the types of facilities, 
amenities, and outdoor experiences most important to you and your 
family, so our parks and recreation programs accurately refl ect the 

needs and values of our citizens. 

You are invited to attend a workshop near you. 
Bring your ideas, suggestions, and priorities! 

Workshops will be held from 630 to 800 p.m.

Workshop Locations
Tuesday, February 28th     Monday, March 6th
Alki Middle School    Washougal Community Center
1800 NW Bliss Rd, Vancouver   1681 C Street, Washougal
(next to the Sky View High School)  (between City Hall and the Library)

Wednesday, March 1st   Thursday, March 9th
Luepke Center     Battle Ground City Hall
1009 E. McLoughlin, Vancouver  109 S.W. 1st Street, Battle Ground
(next to the Marshall Community Center)

Thursday, March 2nd  
Firstenburg Community Center
700 N.E. 136th Ave, Vancouver

 
Bring your ideas!

 Help shape the future of 
parks and recreation in your community!



VANCOUVER-CLARK 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan 

 

PARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION INVOLVEMENT 
 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation has embarked on a process to update the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Plan. Previously, the City and County had separate Plans that addressed the vision and goals of the urban 
and regional systems, community needs, planned improvements, and funding options. This Plan will be the first to 
combine efforts for both the County and City into a single, cohesive document that will promote a more comprehensive 
and connected system. Updating this Plan will allow staff, the public, and the Parks Advisory Commission an important 
opportunity to provide input on the future direction of Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation.  
 
Your involvement, as the Parks Advisory Commission, is critical to the success of the planning process and the resulting 
plan. The Commission’s unique position as a liaison between the general public, parks staff, and elected officials gives 
you the opportunity to represent community interests through your ideas, review, and input into the planning process.  
This position also affords you an awareness of community issues that is likely different from that of staff or elected 
officials.  In addition, we hope that you will assist us in building support and momentum for not only this process, but 
the resulting Plan and vision for the future.   
 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 
Two members of the Parks Advisory Commission have volunteered to join staff park planners on the Comprehensive 
Plan Project Management Team. This group will meet approximately four to six times during plan development 
(February through July 2006). The park commissioners will serve as liaisons to the full Commission on matters relating 
to the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
WORK SESSIONS 
We plan to engage the full Parks Advisory Commission in three work sessions throughout plan development. The first 
of these work sessions, on February 14th, will focus on creating a vision for the Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space system. The second, in April, will concentrate on community needs and developing specific goals. During 
the final work session, likely held in May, we will discuss and prioritize a capital improvement program.  
 
GENERAL UPDATES 
Parks staff will be available to provide updates on the Comprehensive Plan during normally scheduled Parks Advisory 
Commission meetings, as needed. 
 
PUBLIC MEETINGS 
We are planning to hold five regional meetings to gather public input for the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan in 
between February 28th and March 14th, 2006. These meetings will be held in East Vancouver, West Vancouver, Hazel 
Dell, Battle Ground, and Camas/Washougal. Commissioner attendance is critical at these events as it will allow you to 
gain additional awareness of community issues and engage the public in planning for the future of our parks system. 
 
PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES 
Staff will hold five regional open houses during June 2006 to present the draft plan to the public. This will give the 
public an opportunity to comment on the plan in a more complete form. These open houses will also be held in East 
Vancouver, West Vancouver, Hazel Dell, Battle Ground, and Camas/Washougal.   
 
DRAFT PLAN REVIEW 
We anticipate bringing the Draft Plan to the full Parks Advisory Commission in July 2006 for review and approval. The 
Plan will then move on for review by the City and County Planning Commissions, the City Council, and the Board of 
County Commissioners.  Work session and public hearings for these bodies will occur between August and November 
2006.  Parks Commissioner participation during the final adoption process will be critical to the success of this effort.  

 

PLEASE CONTACT MICHELLE KUNEC, VCPRD PROJECT MANAGER, FOR MORE INFORMATION 
(360) 619-1444 OR MICHELLE.KUNEC@CI.VANCOUVER.WA.US 
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PLANNING PROCESS 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

WHERE ARE 
WE NOW? 

WHERE DO WE
WANT TO BE?

HOW DO WE
GET THERE?

IDENTIFY COMMUNITY 
NEEDS, ASSETS, & 
OPPORTUNITIES 

 
• public involvement 
• existing conditions analysis 
• community needs assessment 
 

 
February - April 

CREATE A 
FUTURE VISION & 
SET OF GOALS 

 
• visioning meetings 
• goals & objectives 
 
 
 

May 
 

ASSESS OPTIONS  & 
DEVELOP STRATEGIES 

 
 

• capital improvement plan
• financing 
• strategies 
 
 

May – June 

ADOPT THE 
FINAL PLAN 

 
 
• draft plan 
• community review 
• final plan 
 
 

 

July - December 

PARK PLAN
ADOPTED 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

PARKS AND RECREATION SURVEY – MID-LATE FEBRUARY 

a random-sample telephone survey designed to elicit information on parks and 
recreation preferences from a broad cross-section of the community 

 
REGION-SPECIFIC MEETINGS  #1 – MID-FEBRUARY - MID-MARCH 

meetings in Battle Ground, Camas/Washougal, East Vancouver, Hazel Dell, and West 
Vancouver to discuss parks and recreation issues, priorities, and needs 

 
STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS – LATE FEBRUARY 

interviews with 15 local stakeholders to gather information  
about park and recreation needs and opportunities 

 
STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS – EARLY MARCH 

a series of meetings with youth, parks maintenance staff, and recreation staff to discuss 
parks and recreation issues, priorities, and needs 

PLAN DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL 
REGION-SPECIFIC MEETINGS #2 – AUGUST 

meetings in Battle Ground, Camas/Washougal, East Vancouver, Hazel Dell, and West 
Vancouver to review the Draft Plan 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS – AUGUST 

a series of three meetings with the City Planning Commissions to present the Draft 
Plan and gather feedback 

 
CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS – SEPTEMBER - OCTOBER 

a series of three meetings with the City Council to present the Draft Plan  
and gather feedback 
 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS MEETINGS – SEPTEMBER - OCTOBER 

three meetings with the Board of Commissioners  
to present the Draft Plan and gather feedback 

ONGOING 
PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION 
& PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM MEETINGS – FEBRUARY - OCTOBER  

meetings throughout the process to discuss progress on the Plan 

 

PLEASE CONTACT MICHELLE KUNEC, VCPRD PROJECT MANAGER, FOR MORE INFORMATION 
(360) 619-1444 OR MICHELLE.KUNEC@CI.VANCOUVER.WA.US 



 
 
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/calendar.asp?menu=&submenuid=21714 
 

City of Vancouver Calendar of Events 

Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan: Public 
Information Session and Workshop 

February 28, 2006  
Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation is updating its Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Plan, which will guide the Departments decisions for the next six years. We need your 
help to determine the types of facilities, amenities, and outdoor experiences most 
important to you and your family, so our parks and recreation programs accurately reflect 
the needs and values of our citizens. Five workshops are scheduled - please attend one 
near you! 

Location: Alki Middle School 
Address: 1800 NW Bliss Road 
Email: michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
Phone: 360-619-1144  

 

Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan: Public 
Information Session and Workshop 

March 1, 2006  
Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation is updating its Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Plan, which will guide the Departments decisions for the next six years. We need your 
help to determine the types of facilities, amenities, and outdoor experiences most 
important to you and your family, so our parks and recreation programs accurately reflect 
the needs and values of our citizens. Five workshops are scheduled - please attend one 
near you! 

Location: Luepke Center 
Address: 1009 E. McLoughlin 
Email: michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
Phone: 360-619-1144 



 

Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation, & Open Space Plan: Public 
Information Sessions and Workshops 

March 2, 2006  
Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation is updating its Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Plan, which will guide the Departments decisions for the next six years. We need your 
help to determine the types of facilities, amenities, and outdoor experiences most 
important to you and your family, so our parks and recreation programs accurately reflect 
the needs and values of our citizens. Five workshops are scheduled - please attend one 
near you! 

Location: Firstenburg Community Center 
Address: 700 NE 136th Avenue 
Email: michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
Phone: 360-619-1144 

 

Vancouver-Clark Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan: Public 
Information Session and Workshop 

March 6, 2006  
Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation is updating its Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Plan, which will guide the Departments decisions for the next six years. We need your 
help to determine the types of facilities, amenities, and outdoor experiences most 
important to you and your family, so our parks and recreation programs accurately reflect 
the needs and values of our citizens. Five workshops are scheduled - please attend one 
near you! 6:30 p.m. until 8 p.m. 

Location: Washougal Community Room 
Address: 1681 C Street 
Email: michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us 
Phone: 360-619-1144 

 



 



By involving community members in planning, designing, and 
implementing park and recreation opportunities, the VCPRD 
can be more responsive, accountable, and creative in meeting 
community needs, thereby reflecting the desires of residents and 
sharing community priorities.  

Strong community collaboration brings additional resources to 
parks and recreation and enhances community ownership of 
parks, facilities, and programs.  The VCPRD will cultivate strong, 
positive partnerships to unite community efforts to acquire, de-
velop, and maintain parks, recreation facilities, and open space. 

The VCPRD will use a variety of long- and short-term funding 
strategies to provide dependable funding for parks, facilities, 
and open space acquisition, development, and maintenance.  

The VCPRD will respond efficiently and effectively to the 
community’s evolving priorities and needs.  The Department will 
be accessible and responsive to the community it serves, creat-
ing new policies and procedures in response to changing needs 
over time.    

The VCPRD will maintain and revitalize parks and facilities 
to support recreation activities, protect existing investments, 
maximize maintenance efficiencies, and improve user safety and 
accessibility.

Vancouver has a significant historical legacy and a wealth of 
cultural and historical resources.  The VCPRD will provide op-
portunities to enhance appreciation of this heritage, promote 
community stewardship and historical preservation, and provide 
high-quality cultural and historical experiences.  

The Department will promote an ethic of preservation, conser-
vation, and sustainability through outdoor recreation oppor-
tunities, environmental education, and planning, design, and 
maintenance.

The VCPRD will provide a variety of parks, recreation facilities, 
and open spaces that engage residents of all ages, abilities, 
economic and cultural backgrounds.  The Department will strive 
to make all parks, facilities, and open spaces geographically, 
physically, socially, and economically accessible to all members 
of the community.

The Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation Department (VCPRD) 
will strive to create a network of parks, recreation facilities, 
and open spaces that are connected via trails, bikeways, streets, 
bus routes, and wildlife corridors.  This network will create one 
diverse and integrated system, and provide a wider variety of 
recreation opportunities to all Clark County residents.

Reflect the community we serve.  

Provide a balanced, comprehensive, and 
interconnected park, trail, and open space system. 

  Provide diverse recreational opportunities for all 
residents.  

Be effective stewards of the land.  

  Preserve our historic and cultural heritage.    

  Maintain and enhance existing parks and 
recreation facilities.    

  Create a dynamic and effective organization.  

  Acquire adequate funding to meet community 
needs.  

Build strong partnerships.  
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What is the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, & Open Space Plan?
The Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan is a document that will guide the Depart-
ment’s efforts to acquire and develop parks and open spaces, and enhance and expand recreation 
programs throughout Clark County. The Plan focuses on parks, trails, sports fields, recreation facilities, 
conservation and greenway systems, and wildlife habitat. The Plan reflects the community’s vision and 
lays out a six year roadmap to meet the park and recreation needs of the community. 

How are the community’s needs and vision reflected?
The.... including surveys, interviews, questionnaires, and public meetings. Community input is reflected in 
all parts of the plan, from its overarching vision and goals to the types of projects included. 

What does this mean for my family?
The Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan envisions a variety of projects throughout 
the City of Vancouver and Clark County, including:

New Neighborhood & Community Parks
More Walking, Biking, and Hiking Trails
More Natural Areas and Places to Experience the Outdoors 
New Regional Parks
Improvements and Renovations to Existing Parks 
Additional Sports Fields, Skate Parks, and other Recreation Facilities

Action plans for each park district are also available, so you can see what is envisioned for your 
neighborhood.
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More Opportunities to Play. Learn. Relax. Exercise. Connect. Experience. 

Where does the plan go from here?**
A draft of the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan is currently available for 
public review. A Final Draft Plan will be submitted for review and adoption to the Vancouver and 
Clark County Planning Commissions in September and the Vancouver City Council and Board of 
County Commissioners in November.

Can I still provide input? 
Sure! The back of this flyer lists ways you can provide your comments, ideas, and suggestions.
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The Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation Deparment 
(VCPRD) will provide high quality parks, open space, 
and recreation facilities and will strive to make 
all parks, facilities, and programs geographically, 
physically, socially, and economically accessible.  The 
VCPRD will work to hire exceptional staff, exceed 
standards, and serve as a leader in parks and rec-
reation on local, state, and national levels.

The VCPRD will build and maintain an environmen-
tally sustainable parks, recreation, and open space 
infrastructure.  With an eye to the future, the Depart-
ment will foster community stewardship, implement 
environmentally sensitive design, construction, and 
maintenance practices, and create a system of parks 
and open space that will enrich the community for 
years to come.

The VCPRD will help build a livable community that 
includes diverse opportunities for improving health 
and wellness.  The Department will support ac-
tive lifestyles by providing safe, accessible parks, 
facilities, and programs that foster physical activity, 
mental challenges, and social engagement. 

The VCPRD will continue to develop an interconnect-
ed system of parks and open space, acquiring miss-
ing links and contiguous parcels to provide maximum 
wildlife, recreation, and transportation benefits.

The Department recognizes the potential of parks, 
trails, recreation services, and open space to im-
prove the community’s attractiveness as a place to 
live and work. VCPRD will continue to work with the 
City of Vancouver and Clark County to utilize parks 
and recreation as a component of creating a vibrant 
and economically sustainable community. 

Vancouver-Clark Parks and 
Recreation will help build a healthy 

community, protect the natural 
environment, and support a high 
quality of life for all residents, by 

providing an interconnected system 
of parks, trails, recreation facilities, 

and natural areas that support 
diverse recreational programs and 
opportunities and environmental 

stewardship.

The Draft Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan 
should reflect the community’s goals, values, and needs. Here are 
ways you can provide your comments, ideas, and suggestions.

Explore & Comment Online. 
The Draft Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan as 
well as information on all of our parks, trails, recreation centers, and 
programs are available online at: 

http://www.vanclarkparks-rec.org

Drop by a Local Park.
Parks & Recreation Staff will be available to discuss the plan in 
person at the following locations:
Friday, August 25th: 
 Esther Short Park   11 a.m. to 1 p.m.
 Vancouver Waterfront Trail  130 to 230 p.m.
 Fisher Basin Community Park  3 to 4 p.m.
 Wintler Community Park   430 to 6 p.m.
Saturday, August 26th: 
 Capt. William Clark Park  10 - 1130 a.m.
 Lewisville Park    12 noon – 2 p.m.
 Daybreak Park   230 – 4 p.m.
 Salmon Creek Park   430 – 6 p.m. 

Head out to the Columbian’s East Town Fest. 
Sunday, August 27th:  
Visit VCPRD’s booth at the  Firstenburg Community Center
Columbian’s East Town Fest!   700 N.E. 136th Ave
  Noon to 6 p.m.

Visit a Community Open House. 
Thursday, September 7th:  Gaiser Middle School  
  3000 NE 99th St.
  530 – 8 p.m.
Wednesday, September 13th:  Firstenburg Community Center  
  700 N.E. 136th Ave 
  630 – 830 p.m.
Thursday, September 14th:  Pleasant Valley Middle School
  14320 NE 50th Avenue
  530 to 8 p.m.

Need more information? 
Want to tell us what you think?

Recreational Opportunities

Green Infrastructure

Community Health

Economic Development

Connectivity

Or, you can contact:
Michelle Kunec, Park Planner
Phone: (360) 619-1144  Email: michelle.kunec@ci.vancouver.wa.us
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Park Development Guiding Principles 
 
A charette was held in June 2005 to help envision the future of the newly formed Greater Clark Parks District, 
and the Vancouver-Clark park system as a whole.  Over two days neighborhood association representatives, 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission members, Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation and Clark 
County Public Works staff, and leading consultants from the Portland, OR and Seattle, WA markets worked 
together to develop a set of guiding principles for future park development. 
 
Staff working on the planning and design of any new park project should try to incorporate and reflect the 
following principles in their park development work whenever appropriate. 
 
Create an integrated park network. 

• Plan property acquisition to support wildlife corridors and safe, easy pedestrian and bicycle 
connections between park properties. 

• Negotiate with developers to encourage property fronting, and road access to, parks. 
• Highlight green infrastructure (environmental resources that provide ecological services and 

connections) through thoughtful site planning and creative partnerships to protect watershed 
headwaters, manage stormwater, and restore habitat. 

 
Inspire the community through parks. 

• Provide natural lessons and instructions for people to take home with them.  Parks can bring people 
close interaction with the systems at work to protect and enhance our environment. 

• Preserve existing landmark landscapes such as oak savannahs, meadows and creeks as historic 
reminders of landscape types when the region is heavily developed. 

• Bring people and nature together in creative ways.  Interpretive signage is a low cost way to activate 
a space by educating the public about the value of a community investment in a park and their 
location in, and connection to, the greater park network. 

 
Provide a diversity of spaces and places. 

• Enhance and amplify the unique qualities of each site.  The park should tell the story of its place. 
• Consider first the trees, site grading, movement/treatment of water, and protection and enhancement 

of natural resource features.  These are the things that make a great and lasting park. 
• Create flexible spaces that can be adapted over the long term for the type of amenities and recreation 

opportunities that the public may find useful in any given era. 
 
Engage residents as park enthusiasts. 

• Recognize that memories of the experiences of our culture and landscape are what people have to 
share between generations while enjoying the parks.  These assets are our legacy. 

• Choose local artists to design integrated park elements such as bridges, kiosks, play structures, etc. 
• Incorporate neighborhood-initiated personalized elements as a way to generate additional revenue 

and connect people with their parks. 



 



APPENDIX C:

Park, Recreation Facility,

& Open Space Inventory



 



Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Neighborhood Parks

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
1 Alki Road NH Clark County 1.81 0.00 1.81 Vancouver
1 Arnada NH Vancouver 0.00 3.00 3.00 Vancouver
1 Brickyard NH Vancouver 0.00 2.00 2.00 Vancouver
1 Carter NH Vancouver 0.00 0.69 0.69 Vancouver
1 Edgewood/Harney Elementary School Park NH School District 0.00 4.69 4.69 Vancouver
1 Evergreen  NH Vancouver 0.00 3.34 3.34 Vancouver
1 Franklin NH Vancouver 0.00 11.85 11.85 Vancouver
1 Fruit Valley NH Vancouver 0.00 6.06 6.06 Vancouver
1 Hazel Hart NH Vancouver 0.00 0.16 0.16 Vancouver
1 Hidden NH Vancouver 0.00 1.25 1.25 Vancouver
1 Hough Elementary School NH School District 0.00 3.64 3.64 Vancouver
1 John Ball NH Vancouver 0.00 2.40 2.40 Vancouver
1 Leach NH Vancouver 0.00 0.25 0.25 Vancouver
1 Liberty NH Vancouver 0.00 0.30 0.30 Vancouver
1 Lincoln Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
1 Lynch NH Vancouver 9.56 0.00 9.56 Vancouver
1 Quarnberg NH Vancouver 0.00 2.59 2.59 Vancouver
1 Shumway NH Vancouver 0.00 0.43 0.43 Vancouver
1 Vancouver School of the Arts & Academics NH School District 0.00 4.89 4.89 Vancouver
1 Washington Elementary School Park NH School District 0.00 2.00 2.00 Vancouver

DISTRICT 1 SUBTOTAL 11.37 54.54 65.91

2 Columbia Lancaster NH Vancouver 0.00 2.40 2.40 Vancouver
2 Coop, John & Margrette NH Vancouver 0.00 3.56 3.56 Vancouver
2 DuBois NH Vancouver 0.00 3.50 3.50 Vancouver
2 Early Childhood Development Center NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
2 Ellsworth Elementary School Park NH Vancouver 0.00 5.22 5.22 Vancouver
2 Ellsworth Springs NH Vancouver 0.00 2.88 2.88 Vancouver
2 Father Blanchet NH Vancouver 0.00 2.46 2.46 Vancouver
2 Forest Ridge NH Vancouver 0.00 1.50 1.50 Vancouver
2 General Anderson NH Vancouver 0.00 1.91 1.91 Vancouver
2 Gustafson NH Vancouver 0.00 4.02 4.02 Vancouver
2 Lieser Crest NH Vancouver 0.00 4.59 4.59 Vancouver
2 Marrion Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
2 Meadow Homes NH Vancouver 0.00 2.58 2.58 Vancouver
2 My Park NH Vancouver 0.00 0.40 0.40 Vancouver
2 Sam Brown NH Vancouver 4.32 0.00 4.32 Vancouver
2 South Cliff NH Vancouver 0.00 2.73 2.73 Vancouver
2 St Helens NH Vancouver 0.00 3.20 3.20 Vancouver
2 Tanglewood NH Vancouver 0.77 0.00 0.77 Vancouver
2 Van Fleet NH Vancouver 0.00 2.78 2.78 Vancouver

DISTRICT 2 SUBTOTAL 5.09 53.73 58.82

3 Behrens Woods NH Vancouver 2.05 0.00 2.05 Vancouver
3 Bella Vista NH Vancouver 0.00 5.32 5.32 Vancouver
3 Biddlewood NH Vancouver 0.00 7.01 5.77 Vancouver
3 Cascade NH Vancouver 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
3 Countryside NH Vancouver 0.00 3.00 3.00 Vancouver
3 Fir Crest NH Vancouver 0.00 4.99 4.99 Vancouver
3 First Place NH Vancouver 0.00 3.50 3.50 Vancouver
3 Gretchen Fraser NH Vancouver 0.00 2.23 2.23 Vancouver
3 Hearthwood NH Vancouver 0.00 5.88 5.88 Vancouver
3 Homestead NH Vancouver 0.00 6.19 6.19 Vancouver
3 Mill Plain Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
3 Wildwood NH Vancouver 0.00 3.96 3.96 Vancouver

DISTRICT 3 SUBTOTAL 2.05 52.08 52.89

4 Clearmeadows NH Vancouver 0.00 5.59 5.59 Vancouver
4 Fishers Landing Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
4 Hambleton NH Vancouver 4.40 0.00 4.40 Vancouver
4 Hanna Acres NH Vancouver 3.44 0.00 3.44 Vancouver
4 Heritage NH Vancouver 0.00 5.40 5.40 Vancouver
4 Hiddenbrook Terrace NH Vancouver 0.00 1.91 1.91 Vancouver
4 Summer's Walk NH Vancouver 0.00 4.09 4.09 Vancouver
4 Vandervort NH Clark County 0.00 8.00 8.00 UUA

Acres

TABLE C-1: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK INVENTORY
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Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Neighborhood Parks

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
Acres

TABLE C-1: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK INVENTORY

DISTRICT 4 SUBTOTAL 7.84 29.99 37.83

5 Burnt Bridge Creek Elementary School Park NH Vancouver 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
5 Burton Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
5 Cherry NH Clark County 0.00 2.87 2.87 UUA
5 Diamond  NH Vancouver 0.00 5.28 5.28 Vancouver
5 Dogwood NH Clark County 4.86 0.00 4.86 UUA
5 East Image NH Vancouver 2.10 0.00 2.10 Vancouver
5 Endeavour NH Vancouver 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
5 Evergreen School Park NH Vancouver 11.72 0.00 11.72 Vancouver
5 Fir Garden NH Vancouver 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
5 Harmony Ridge NH Clark County 0.00 4.27 4.27 UUA
5 Image Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
5 Kevanna NH Vancouver 0.00 5.07 5.07 Vancouver
5 Landover-Sharmel NH Vancouver 4.00 0.00 4.00 Vancouver
5 Lauren NH Vancouver 2.15 0.00 2.15 Vancouver
5 Little Prairie NH Clark County 0.00 2.25 2.25 UUA
5 Mackie NH Clark County 6.05 0.00 6.05 UUA
5 North Image NH Vancouver 4.40 0.00 4.40 Vancouver
5 North Sifton NH Clark County 7.99 0.00 7.99 UUA
5 Oak Grove NH Clark County 0.00 4.24 4.24 UUA
5 Pacific Middle/Harmony Elementary Schools NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
5 Sifton NH Clark County 0.00 5.05 5.05 Vancouver
5 Sifton Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
5 Tiger Tree NH Clark County 0.00 5.98 5.98 UUA
5 Vydra NH Clark County 5.06 0.00 5.06 UUA
5 Wycoff NH Vancouver 0.46 0.00 0.46 Vancouver

DISTRICT 5 SUBTOTAL 48.79 70.01 118.80

6 Covington NH Clark County 4.24 0.00 4.24 UUA
6 Covington Middle School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
6 Orchards Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
6 Orchards Highlands NH Clark County 0.00 8.57 8.57 UUA
6 Silver Star Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
6 Sunset NH Clark County 3.96 0.00 3.96 UUA
6 Sunset Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA

DISTRICT 6 SUBTOTAL 8.20 28.57 36.77

7 Bosco Farm NH Clark County 5.00 0.00 5.00 UUA
7 Burton Ridge NH Vancouver 4.00 0.00 4.00 Vancouver
7 Centerpointe NH Vancouver 0.00 8.72 8.72 Vancouver
7 Douglas Carter Fisher NH Clark County 0.00 2.37 2.37 UUA
7 East Minnehaha NH Clark County 7.46 0.00 7.46 UUA
7 Jaggy Road NH Vancouver 0.00 3.12 3.12 Vancouver
7 Meadowbrook Marsh NH Vancouver 0.00 1.50 1.50 Vancouver
7 Minnehaha Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
7 Oakbrook NH Vancouver 0.00 13.35 13.35 Vancouver
7 Orchards West NH Vancouver 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
7 Peter S. Ogden Elementary School Park NH Vancouver 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
7 Road's End NH Clark County 0.00 3.01 3.01 UUA
7 The Downs NH Vancouver 0.00 3.26 3.26 Vancouver
7 Tower Crest NH Clark County 6.48 0.00 6.48 UUA
7 Truman Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
7 Walnut Grove NH Clark County 0.00 3.71 3.71 UUA
7 Walnut Grove Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
7 West Minnehaha NH Vancouver 0.00 3.20 3.20 Vancouver

DISTRICT 7 SUBTOTAL 22.94 67.24 90.18

8 Gaiser Middle School/Park NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
8 Greyhawk NH Clark County 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
8 King's Way NH Clark County 6.00 0.00 6.00 UUA
8 Lalonde, Kate & Clarence Park NH Clark County 7.70 0.00 7.70 UUA
8 Sara J. Anderson Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
8 Tenny Creek NH Clark County 0.00 10.13 10.13 UUA
8 Tenny Creek School Site NH School District 5.00 0.00 5.00 UUA

Apx C - Inventory Tables.xls; NHP InventoryTable Page 2



Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Neighborhood Parks

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
Acres

TABLE C-1: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK INVENTORY

DISTRICT 8 SUBTOTAL 18.70 25.13 43.83

9 Eisenhower Elementary School Park NH Clark County 0.00 7.70 7.70 UUA
9 Felida Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
9 Foley NH Clark County 4.40 0.00 4.40 UUA
9 Hazel Dell Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
9 Jack Z. Fazio NH Clark County 0.00 5.17 5.17 UUA
9 Jorgenson Woods NH Clark County 0.00 7.11 7.11 UUA
9 Lakeshore Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
9 Raspberry Fields NH Clark County 0.00 4.27 4.27 UUA
9 Sacajawea Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
9 Sergeant Brad Crawford NH Clark County 0.00 2.49 2.49 UUA
9 Sorensen NH Clark County 4.82 0.00 4.82 UUA
9 Sorenson School Site NH School District 0.18 0.00 0.18 UUA
9 Stockford Village NH Clark County 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA

DISTRICT 9 SUBTOTAL 9.40 51.74 61.14

10 Alki Elementary/Chinook Middle Schools NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
10 Chinook NH Clark County 5.00 0.00 5.00 UUA
10 Mount Vista NH Clark County 4.00 0.00 4.00 UUA
10 Salmon Creek Community Club NH Clark County 4.50 0.00 4.50 UUA
10 Salmon Creek Elementary School NH School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA
10 Stanton NH Clark County 5.00 0.00 5.00 UUA
10 Vista Meadows NH Clark County 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA

DISTRICT 10 SUBTOTAL 18.50 15.00 33.50

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK TOTAL 136 152.88 448.03 599.67

Apx C - Inventory Tables.xls; NHP InventoryTable Page 3



Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Community Parks

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
1 Esther Short CP Vancouver 0.00 5.33 5.33 Vancouver
1 Fort Vancouver National Historic Site CP NPS 20.00 0.00 20.00 Vancouver
1 Leverich CP Vancouver 0.00 14.24 14.24 Vancouver
1 Marine CP Vancouver 0.00 26.00 26.00 Vancouver
1 Marshall CP Vancouver 0.00 19.25 19.25 Vancouver
1 Marshall North CP Clark College 0.00 13.80 13.80 Vancouver
1 Memory/Mill Plain CP School District 0.00 14.50 14.50 Vancouver
1 Waterfront CP NPS 0.00 5.00 5.00 Vancouver
1 Waterworks CP Vancouver 0.00 20.00 20.00 Vancouver

DISTRICT 1 SUBTOTAL 20.00 118.12 138.12

2 BPA CP Vancouver 10.00 0.00 10.00 Vancouver
2 David Douglas CP Vancouver 0.00 68.31 68.31 Vancouver
2 Fort Vancouver High School CP School District 0.00 15.00 15.00 Vancouver
2 Wintler CP Vancouver 0.00 12.50 12.50 Vancouver

DISTRICT 2 SUBTOTAL 10.00 95.81 105.81

3 Firstenburg Community Center CP Vancouver 0.00 3.50 3.50 Vancouver
3 Leroy Haagen CP Vancouver 0.00 25.00 25.00 Vancouver
3 Mt. View High School CP School District 0.00 18.70 18.70 Vancouver
3 Pacific  CP Clark County 0.00 19.50 19.50 UUA
3 Wy'east CP Vancouver 0.00 20.00 20.00 Vancouver

DISTRICT 3 SUBTOTAL 0.00 86.70 86.70

4 Fisher Basin CP Vancouver 0.00 12.83 12.83 Vancouver
4 Illahee Elem. / Shahala Middle School CP School District 0.00 7.17 7.17 Vancouver
4 Pacific CP Clark County 0.00 10.00 10.00 UUA
4 Union High School CP School District 0.00 20.00 20.00 Vancouver

DISTRICT 4 SUBTOTAL 0.00 50.00 50.00

5 Evergreen High School CP School District 0.00 8.80 8.80 Vancouver
5 Heritage High School CP School District 0.00 20.00 20.00 UUA
5 Hockinson Meadows CP Clark County 80.00 40.00 120.00 Regional
5 Pacific CP Clark County 0.00 23.00 23.00 UUA

DISTRICT 5 SUBTOTAL 80.00 91.80 171.80

6 Curtin Creek CP Clark County 38.45 0.00 38.45 UUA
6 Orchards CP Clark County 0.00 33.00 33.00 UUA
6 Prairie High School CP School District 0.00 5.00 5.00 UUA

DISTRICT 6 SUBTOTAL 38.45 38.00 76.45

7 Bagley CP Clark County 0.00 16.20 16.20 Vancouver
7 Leverich CP Vancouver 0.00 14.24 14.24 Vancouver

DISTRICT 7 SUBTOTAL 0.00 30.44 30.44

8 Hazel Dell CP Clark County 0.00 20.00 20.00 UUA
8 Pleasant Valley CP Clark County 40.44 0.00 40.44 UUA

DISTRICT 8 SUBTOTAL 40.44 20.00 60.44

9 Columbia River High School CP School District 0.00 20.00 20.00 UUA
9 Cougar Creek Woods CP Clark County 10.00 0.00 10.00 UUA
9 Felida CP Clark County 0.00 14.54 14.54 UUA
9 Jason Lee Middle School CP School District 0.00 14.34 14.34 UUA
9 Salmon Creek Community CP Clark County 0.00 20.00 20.00 UUA

DISTRICT 9 SUBTOTAL 10.00 68.88 78.88

10 Fairgrounds CP Clark County 0.00 76.24 76.24 Regional
DISTRICT 10 SUBTOTAL 0.00 76.24 76.24

COMMUNITY PARK TOTAL 37 198.89 675.99 874.88

Acres

TABLE C-2: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

COMMUNITY PARK INVENTORY
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Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Urban Natural Areas

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
1 Central Park North UNA Federal 4.85 0.00 4.85 Vancouver
1 Franklin Extension-East UNA Vancouver 2.30 0.00 2.30 Vancouver
1 Heathergate Ridge UNA Vancouver 2.24 0.00 2.24 Vancouver
1 Old Apple Tree UNA Federal 0.00 1.35 1.35 Vancouver

DISTRICT 1 SUBTOTAL 9.39 1.35 10.74
2 Blandford Greenway - East Side UNA Vancouver 6.32 0.00 6.32 Vancouver
2 Blandford Greenway - West Side UNA Vancouver 10.57 0.00 10.57 Vancouver
2 Ellsworth Springs East UNA Vancouver 22.00 0.00 22.00 Vancouver
2 Ellsworth Springs West UNA Vancouver 10.00 0.00 10.00 Vancouver
2 Heritage Trust UNA Vancouver 2.40 0.00 2.40 Vancouver
2 Leiser Point UNA Vancouver 0.44 0.00 0.44 Vancouver
2 Meadowbrook Marsh UNA Vancouver 10.50 0.00 10.50 Vancouver
2 Tranquility UNA Vancouver 5.60 0.00 5.60 Vancouver

DISTRICT 2 SUBTOTAL 67.83 0.00 67.83
3 Biddlewood UNA Vancouver 12.00 0.00 13.46 Vancouver
3 Columbia River Access / 164th Av UNA Vancouver 1.66 0.00 1.66 Vancouver
3 H.J. Biddle Nature Preserve UNA Vancouver 19.17 0.00 19.17 Vancouver
3 Mill Plain One UNA Vancouver 3.50 0.00 3.50 Vancouver
3 Mimsi Marsh UNA Vancouver 7.46 0.00 7.46 Vancouver

DISTRICT 3 SUBTOTAL 43.79 0.00 45.25
4 Fishers Creek UNA Vancouver 2.40 0.00 2.40 Vancouver
4 Morning Meadows UNA Clark County 2.52 0.00 2.52 Vancouver

DISTRICT 4 SUBTOTAL 4.92 0.00 4.92
5 Burnt Bridge Creek Greenway UNA Vancouver 2.19 0.00 2.19 Vancouver
5 Hockinson Meadows Natural Area UNA Clark County 200.00 0.00 200.00 Regional

DISTRICT 5 SUBTOTAL 202.19 0.00 202.19
6 None UNA Clark County 0.00 0.00 0.00 UUA

DISTRICT 6 SUBTOTAL 0.00 0.00 0.00
7 Beaver Marsh UNA Vancouver 32.00 0.00 32.00 Vancouver
7 Bosco Farms Urban Natural Area UNA Clark County 7.60 0.00 7.60 UUA
7 Burton Ridge North (Forest) UNA Vancouver 1.00 0.00 1.00 Vancouver
7 Meadowbrook Marsh Urban Natural Area UNA Vancouver 10.50 0.00 10.50 Vancouver
7 Meadowbrook North UNA Vancouver 33.18 0.00 33.18 Vancouver
7 Road's End Urban Natural Area UNA Clark County 5.20 0.00 5.20 UUA

DISTRICT 7 SUBTOTAL 89.48 0.00 89.48
8 Pepper Ridge III UNA Clark County 0.88 0.00 0.88 UUA
8 Sherwood Meadows UNA Clark County 0.17 0.00 0.17 UUA
8 Sherwood North UNA Clark County 1.71 0.00 1.71 UUA
8 Sherwood Ridge UNA Clark County 13.66 0.00 13.66 UUA

DISTRICT 8 SUBTOTAL 16.42 0.00 16.42
9 Cougar Creek Greenway UNA Clark County 21.04 0.00 21.04 UUA
9 Salmon Creek Greenway UNA Clark County 20.18 0.00 20.18 UUA

DISTRICT 9 SUBTOTAL 41.22 0.00 41.22
10 Chinook Urban Natural Area UNA Clark County 8.80 0.00 8.80 UUA
10 Whipple Creek Trail UNA Clark County 1.11 0.00 1.11 UUA
10 Whipple Creek Urban Wildlife Habitat UNA Clark County 40.00 0.00 40.00 UUA
10 Whispering Firs UNA Clark County 3.31 0.00 3.31 UUA

DISTRICT 10 SUBTOTAL 53.22 0.00 53.22
URBAN NATURAL AREA TOTAL 38 528.46 1.35 531.27

TABLE C-3: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

URBAN NATURAL AREA INVENTORY

Acres
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Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Regional Parks, Regional Natural Areas, Special Use Facilities and Trails & Greenways

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
R Brush Prairie RP Clark County 40.00 0.00 40.00 Regional
R Capt. William Clark Park RP Port C-W 29.74 45.00 74.74 Regional
R Daybreak Park RP Clark County 69.80 6.00 75.80 Regional
R Frenchman's Bar RP Clark County 141.00 37.00 178.00 Vancouver
R Green Mountain RP Clark County 460.00 0.00 460.00 Regional
R Lacamas Lake Park RP Clark County 290.00 8.00 298.00 Regional
R Lewisville Park RP Clark County 62.00 90.00 152.00 Regional
R Lower Daybreak RP Clark County 111.27 0.00 111.27 Regional
R Lucia Falls Park RP Clark County 20.00 27.00 47.00 Regional
R Moulton Falls RP Clark County 274.00 27.00 301.00 Regional
R Salmon Creek Park RP Clark County 123.00 35.00 158.00 Regional
R Vancouver Lake RP Clark County 182.00 52.00 234.00 Vancouver
R Whipple Creek (Land Trust) RP Columbia Land Trust 20.00 0.00 20.00 Regional
R Whipple Creek Park RP Clark County 255.00 4.00 259.00 Regional

REGIONAL PARK TOTAL 14 2,077.81 331.00 2,408.81

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
R Caterpillar Island RNA USDFW 32.00 0.00 32.00 Vancouver
R Daybreak Easements RNA WDFW 6.00 0.00 6.00 Regional
R Eagle Island RNA WDFW 279.00 0.00 279.00 Regional
R East Vancouver Lake RNA Clark County 301.33 0.00 301.33 Vancouver
R Gifford Pinchot National Forest RNA USFS 1,180.00 59.00 1,239.00 Regional
R Lacamas Creek Greenway RNA Camas 0.00 16.90 16.90 Regional
R Lewis River Preserve RNA Pacific Power 125.00 0.00 125.00 Regional
R Lewisville Park RNA WDFW 6.93 0.00 6.93 Regional
R Paradise Bluffs RNA Columbia Land Trust 11.20 0.00 11.20 Regional
R Reed Island State Park RNA State Parks 508.00 0.00 508.00 Regional
R Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge RNA USDFW 5,144.00 5.00 5,149.00 Regional
R Shillapoo Wildlife Area RNA WDFW 1,921.42 0.00 1,921.42 Vancouver
R South Vancouver Lake (Clark County) RNA Clark County 280.00 0.00 280.00 Vancouver
R South Vancouver Lake (Vancouver) RNA Vancouver 136.00 0.00 136.00 Vancouver
R Steigerwald Lake Wildlife Refuge RNA USDFW 1,062.00 0.00 1,062.00 Regional
R Vancouver Lake Wildlife Area RNA WDFW 477.00 0.00 477.00 Vancouver
R Washougal Gateway RNA Columbia Land Trust 50.00 0.00 50.00 Regional
R Yacolt Multiple Use Area RNA WDNR 60,000.00 0.00 60,000.00 Regional

REGIONAL PARK TOTAL 18 71,519.88 80.90 71,600.78

Acres

TABLE C-4: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

REGIONAL PARK INVENTORY

TABLE C-5: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

REGIONAL NATURAL AREA INVENTORY

Acres
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Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation
Park Inventory, Demand and Need Worksheet
Inventory Listing - Regional Parks, Regional Natural Areas, Special Use Facilities and Trails & Greenways

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
R 164th Avenue Shoreline SF Vancouver 1.50 0.00 1.50 Vancouver
R Barber Access & Easement SF WDFW 8.30 0.00 8.30 Regional
R Battle Ground Lake State Park SF State Parks 240.00 40.00 280.00 Regional
R Camp Currie SF Clark County 237.00 12.00 249.00 Regional
R Camp Lewisville SF Clark County 97.00 10.00 107.00 Regional
R Cedar Creek Boat Access SF Pacific Power 0.00 1.00 1.00 Regional
R Cedar Creek Pigeon Springs SF WDFW 127.00 0.00 127.00 Regional
R Columbia Springs Environmental Ed. Ctr. SF Clark County 16.00 2.00 18.00 Vancouver
R Columbia Springs Environmental Ed. Ctr. SF WDFW 42.00 8.00 50.00 Vancouver
R County Line Access SF WDFW 4.00 0.00 4.00 Regional
R Durkee SF Clark County 35.00 0.00 35.00 Regional
R Enchanted Acres SF Columbia Land Trust 43.00 0.00 43.00 Regional
R English Pit Rifle Range SF Clark County 3.00 3.00 6.00 UUA
R Fallen Leaf Lake SF Camas 43.37 0.00 43.37 Regional
R Firstenburg Community Center SF Vancouver 0.00 6.95 6.95 UUA
R Fisher Area Waterfront SF WDOT 16.00 0.00 16.00 Regional
R Fort Vancouver National Historic Site SF NPS 134.00 75.00 209.00 Vancouver
R Grist Mill SF WDFW 11.00 1.00 12.00 Regional
R H.B. Fuller SF Private 0.00 18.00 18.00 Vancouver
R Happa SF Clark County 4.54 4.00 8.54 Regional
R Happa (Pacific Power) SF Pacific Power 15.00 0.00 15.00 Regional
R Harmony Sports Complex SF Clark County 58.05 0.00 58.05 UUA
R Jenny Creek SF WDFW 20.00 0.00 20.00 Regional
R Lacamas Lake Boat Access SF WDFW 0.00 1.75 1.75 Regional
R Lewis River Estates SF WDFW 16.00 0.00 16.00 Regional
R Marine Park Natural Resource Area SF Vancouver 50.00 0.00 50.00 Vancouver
R Marshall Community Center SF Vancouver 0.00 2.50 2.50 Vancouver
R Moulton Falls (WDFW) SF WDFW 3.50 0.00 3.50 Regional
R Mud Lake SF Columbia Land Trust 48.00 0.00 48.00 Regional
R North Fork Hatchery SF WDFW 50.00 0.00 50.00 Regional
R Paradise Point State Park SF State Parks 61.00 35.00 96.00 Regional
R Sandy Swimming Hole SF C/W 0.00 2.00 2.00 Regional
R Souixon SF Clark County 160.00 0.00 160.00 Regional
R Steamboat Landing Park SF Washougal 0.00 2.10 2.10 Regional
R Two Forks SF WDFW 48.50 0.00 48.50 Regional
R Wertheimer SF WDFW 40.00 0.00 40.00 Regional

SPECIAL USE AREAS TOTAL 36 1,632.76 224.30 1,857.06

District Park Name Type Ownership Undeveloped Developed Total Location
R Burnt Bridge Creek Greenway & Trail TG Vancouver 158.50 7.50 166.00 Vancouver
R Columbia River Renaissance Trail TG Vancouver 0.00 7.75 7.75 Vancouver
R East Fork Lewis River, I-5 to Daybreak TG Clark County 999.00 0.00 999.00 Regional
R East Fork Lewis River, Lucia to Moulton TG Clark County 124.00 0.00 124.00 Regional
R Frenchman's Bar Trail TG Clark County 0.00 48.00 48.00 Vancouver
R La Center Bottoms Stewardship Site TG Clark County 125.00 0.00 125.00 Regional
R Salmon Creek Greenway TG Clark County 430.20 5.80 436.00 UUA
R Washougal River Greenway TG Clark County 11.26 0.00 11.26 Regional
R Washougal River Greenway (Camas) TG Camas 84.83 0.00 84.83 Regional
R Washougal River Greenway (WDFW) TG WDFW 3.90 0.00 3.90 Regional

TRAILS AND GREENWAYS TOTAL 10 1,936.69 69.05 2,005.74

TABLE C-6: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

SPECIAL USE AREAS INVENTORY

Acres

TABLE C-7: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

TRAILS AND GREENWAYS INVENTORY

Acres
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Type/Size Jurisdiction

Firstenburg Community Center 80,000 s.f. Vancouver
Marshall Community Center 40,000 s.f. Vancouver
Jim Parsley Center VSD/Vancouver
Clark County Family YMCA Private
Boys & Girls Club of SW Washington - Vancouver* Private
Boys & Girls Club of SW Washington - Camas* Private

TOTAL 4

Firstenburg Community Center 1 Vancouver
Marshall Community Center 1 Vancouver
Jim Parsley Center 1 VSD/Vancouver
Clark County Family YMCA 2 Private
Public Schools 117 School Dist.

Vancouver School District 39 School Dist.
Evergreen School District 39 School Dist.
Battle Ground School District 17 School Dist.
Camas School District 10 School Dist.
Hockinson School District 4 School Dist.
Ridgefield School District 4 School Dist.
La Center School District 3 School Dist.
Green Mountain School District 1 School Dist.

TOTAL 122

Pacific Park (2007) 5.5 acres Vancouver/Clark County
BPA Ross Complex 11 acres BPA

TOTAL 16.5 acres

Firstenburg Community Center Indoor Vancouver
Marshall Community Center Indoor Vancouver
Jim Parsley Center Indoor VSD/Vancouver
Propstra Pool Indoor VSD
Crown Park Outdoor Camas
Clark County Family YMCA Indoor/Outdoor Private
Bally's Total Fitness Center* Indoor Private
Grass Valley Aquatics Center* Indoor Private
Houck Pool* Indoor Private

TOTAL 6

Swift Skate Park at Waterworks Park 12,000 sf Vancouver
Pacific Park (2007) 10,000 sf Vancouver/Clark County
Battle Ground (planned)* 25,000 sf Battle Ground

TOTAL                          2

Vancouver Tennis & Racquetball Center 9 indoor Vancouver
4 outdoor
3 racquet

Clark County Indoor Sports Center 1 indoor field Private
Salmon Creek Indoor Sports Arena 2 indoor fields Private

*Has not been included in the pool inventory due to size, location, or lack of access.

TABLE A-8: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

Community Centers
Recreation Facility

Other Recreation Facilities

Gymnasiums

Skate Parks

Pools

RECREATION FACILITY INVENTORY

Off Leash Areas
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TABLE C-9: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS RECREATION DEPARTMENT
SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Community Fields
Bagley Park #3 Vancouver Comm U x
Father Blanchete Park Vancouver Comm U x  
Marshall Park #1 Vancouver Comm U x  
Marshall Park #2 Vancouver Comm U x
Marshall Park #3 Vancouver Comm U x
Memory/Mill Plain Park #5 Vancouver Comm U x
David Douglas Park #1 Vancouver Comm U x
David Douglas Park #6 Vancouver Comm U x
David Douglas Park #7 Vancouver Comm U x
Leverich Park #1 Vancouver Comm U x
Oakbrook Park #2 Vancouver Comm U   x
Arnanda Park Vancouver Comm U x
David Douglas Park #10 Vancouver Comm U x
Franklin Park Vancouver Comm U x
Fruit Valley Park Vancouver Comm U  x
General Anderson #1 Vancouver Comm U x
Gustafson Park Vancouver Comm U x
Hazel Dell Park Clark Comm U x
John Ball Park Vancouver Comm U  x
Lieser Crest Park Vancouver Comm U  x
Quarnberg Park Vancouver Comm U   x
Leverich Park #2 Vancouver Comm U x
Oakbrook Park #1 Vancouver Comm U x  

TOTAL URBAN 0 2 2 5 1 1 0 12
Pacific Community Park #1 - Planned Clark Comm- Plan U x
Pacific Community Park #2 - Planned Clark Comm- Plan U x
Pacific Community Park #4 - Planned Clark Comm- Plan U x
Pacific Community Park #5 - Planned Clark Comm- Plan U x
Pacific Community Park #3 - Planned Vancouver Comm- Plan U x

TOTAL URBAN PLANNED 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1
Lewisville Park #1 Clark Comm R x  
Lewisville Park #2 Clark Comm R    x

TOTAL RURAL 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Fields Dedicated to League Use
David Douglas Park #2 Vancouver Ded U x
David Douglas Park #3 Vancouver Ded U x
David Douglas Park #4 Vancouver Ded U x
David Douglas Park #5 Vancouver Ded U x
David Douglas Park #8 Vancouver Ded U x
David Douglas Park #9 Vancouver Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #11 Clark Ded U x  
Harmony Sports Complex #12 Clark Ded U x  
Harmony Sports Complex #4 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #5 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #7 Clark Ded U x  
Harmony Sports Complex #8 Clark Ded U x  
Harmony Sports Complex #9 Clark Ded U  x  
Memory/Mill Plain Park #1 Vancouver Ded U x
Memory/Mill Plain Park #2 Vancouver Ded U x
Memory/Mill Plain Park #3 Vancouver Ded U x
Memory/Mill Plain Park #4 Vancouver Ded U  x  
Memory/Mill Plain Park #4 Vancouver Ded U x
Salmon Creek Park #1 Clark Ded U x
Salmon Creek Park #2 Clark Ded U x
Salmon Creek Park #3 Clark Ded U x
Salmon Creek Park #4 Clark Ded U x
Salmon Creek Park #5 Clark Ded U x
Salmon Creek Park #6 Clark Ded U x
Bagley Park #1 Vancouver Ded U x
Bagley Park #2 Vancouver Ded U x
Burnt Bridge Creek Park #1 Vancouver Ded U x

Field Location Ownership

Field Type

Use
Urban/ 
Rural

Adult 
Baseball

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Youth 
Soccer Football

Multi-
Use
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TABLE C-9: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS RECREATION DEPARTMENT
SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Field Location Ownership

Field Type

Use
Urban/ 
Rural

Adult 
Baseball

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Youth 
Soccer Football

Multi-
Use

Burnt Bridge Creek Park #2 Vancouver Ded U x
Felida Park #1 Clark Ded U x
Felida Park #2 Clark Ded U x
Felida Park #3 Clark Ded U x *
Haagen Community Park Vancouver Ded U x *
Harmony Sports Complex #1 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #10a-c Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #13 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #14 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #2 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #3 Clark Ded U x
Harmony Sports Complex #6 Clark Ded U x

TOTAL URBAN 1 10 4 9 2 13 0 0
Hockinson Comm. Park #1 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #10 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #11 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #12 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #13 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #14 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #15 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x
Hockinson Comm. Park #16 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan U x

TOTAL URBAN PLANNED 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #1 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #2 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #3 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #4 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #5 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #2 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #3 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #4 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #5 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #6 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #7 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #8 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #9 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #6 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #7 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Fairgrounds Comm. Park #8 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #17 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #18 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #19 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #20 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #21 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #22 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #23 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #24 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x
Hockinson Comm. Park #25 - Planned Clark Ded - Plan R x

TOTAL RURAL PLANNED 0 13 0 0 4 8 0 0
TOTAL VCPRD TRAILS 102 2 35 8 14 7 22 0 14
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Available Fields
Frontier Middle School #1 ESD #114 Avail U x
Gaiser Middle School #1 VSD #37 Avail U x
Gaiser Middle School #1 ESD #114 Avail U x
James David Zellerback Middle School #4 CSD #117 Avail U x
McLoughlin Middle School #5 VSD #37 Avail U  x  
Pacific Middle School #1 ESD #114 Avail U x  
Shahala Middle School #3 ESD #114 Avail U x
Frontier Middle School #2 ESD #114 Avail U x
M.L. King Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Avail U x
M.L. King Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Avail U x

TOTAL URBAN 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 0
Hockinson Middle School #6 HSD #98 Avail R x
Jemteguard Intermediate School #3 WSD #112 Avail R x
La Center Middle School #1 LSD #101 Avail R x
Washougal High School #2 WSD #112 Avail R x
Lewisville Middle School #3 BGSD #119 Avail R x
Lewisville Middle School #4 BGSD #119 Avail R x
Lewisville Middle School #5 BGSD #119 Avail R x
Lewisville Middle School #6 BGSD #119 Avail R x
Lewisville Middle School #7 BGSD #119 Avail R x

TOTAL RURAL 0 0 0 0 3 2 4 0
Fields Dedicated to League Use
Clark College #2 CC Ded U x
Clark College #3 CC Ded U x
Fort Vancouver High School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver High School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver High School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver Little League-S. of Hudsons Bay HS # VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver Little League-S. of Hudson's Bay HS # VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver Little League-S. of Hudson's Bay HS # VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver Little League-S. of Hudson's Bay HS # VSD #37 Ded U x
Fort Vancouver Little League-S. of Hudson't Bay HS # VSD #37 Ded U x
Gaiser Middle School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Gaiser Middle School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x
Gaiser Middle School #4 VSD #37 Ded U x
Gaiser Middle School #6 VSD #37 Ded U x
Gaiser Middle School #7 VSD #37 Ded U x
Alki Middle School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Alki Middle School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Alki Middle School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x
Ben Franklin Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Ben Franklin Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Burnt Bridge Elementary School #1 ESD #114 Ded U x  
Chinook Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Chinook Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Chinook Elementary School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x
Chinook Elementary School #4 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Chinook Elementary School #5 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Fishers Landing Elementary School #1 ESD #114 Ded U x
Fishers Landing Elementary School #2 ESD #114 Ded U x
Fishers Landing Elementary School #3 ESD #114 Ded U x *
Fishers Landing Elementary School #4 ESD #114 Ded U x *
Fort Vancouver High School #7 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Fort Vancouver High School #9 VSD #37 Ded U x
Harney Elementary School #5 VSD #37 Ded U x
Hazel Dell Elementary School #5 VSD #37 Ded U x  

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Jason Lee Middle School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x
Jason Lee Middle School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Jason Lee Middle School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x
Jason Lee Middle School #4 VSD #37 Ded U x
Jason Lee Middle School #5 VSD #37 Ded U x
Jason Lee Middle School #6 VSD #37 Ded U x  *
Jason Lee Middle School #9 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Lincoln Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Lincoln Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Lincoln Elementary School #3 VSD #38 Ded U x *
Marrion Elementary School #1 ESD #114 Ded U x  
Marrion Elementary School #2 ESD #114 Ded U x  
Marrion Elementary School #3 ESD #114 Ded U  x *
Marshall Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x
Marshall Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Marshall Elementary School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Minnehaha Elementary School #6 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Peter Ogden Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Peter Ogden Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Riverview Elementary School #2 ESD #114 Ded U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #1 VSD #37 Ded U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #2 VSD #37 Ded U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #4 VSD #37 Ded U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #5 VSD #37 Ded U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #6 VSD #37 Ded U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #5 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Skyview High School #6 VSD #37 Ded U x
Vancouver School of Arts and Academics #1 VSD #37 Ded U x *
Walnut Grove Elementary School #3 VSD #37 Ded U x  
Wy'east Junior High School #1 ESD #114 Ded U x
Wy'east Junior High School #2 ESD #114 Ded U x
Wy'east Junior High School #5 ESD #114 Ded U x *

TOTAL URBAN 3 8 1 3 17 35 0 0
Battle Ground High School #5 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Battle Ground High School #10 BGSD #119 Ded R x  
Camas High School #7 CSD #117 Ded R  x
Camas High School #8 CSD #117 Ded R  x
Liberty Middle School #1 Ded R x
Liberty Middle School #2 Ded R x
Battle Ground High School #8 BGSD #119 Ded R  x  
Captain Strong Elementary School #2 BGSD #119 Ded R x   
Chief Umtuch Elementary School #1 BGSD #119 Ded R x  
Chief Umtuch Elementary School #2 BGSD #119 Ded R x *
Dorothy M Fox Elementary #1 CSD #117 Ded R  x
Dorothy M Fox Elementary #3 CSD #117 Ded R  x
Hockinson Primary School #2 HSD #98 Ded R x
Hockinson Primary School #3 HSD #98 Ded R x
Laurin Middle School #1 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Laurin Middle School #4 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Lewisville Middle School #1 BGSD #119 Ded R  x
Lewisville Middle School #2 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #1 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #2 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #3a BGSD #119 Ded R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #3b BGSD #119 Ded R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #4 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Prairie High School #6 BGSD #119 Ded R x
Ridgefield High School #1 RSD #122 Ded R x *
South Ridge Elementary School #1 RSD #122 Ded R x  
Union Ridge Elementary School #1 RSD #122 Ded R x *
Union Ridge Elementary School #2 RSD #122 Ded R x *
Viewridge Middle School #1 RSD #122 Ded R x  
Viewridge Middle School #2 RSD #122 Ded R  x *

TOTAL RURAL 1 1 3 2 4 19 0 0
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

School Fields
Columbia River High School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Evergreen High School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Heritage High School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Mountain View High School #3 ESD #114 School U x
Skyview High School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Fort Vancouver High School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Hudson's Bay High School #3 VSD #37 School U  x
Burton Elementary School #5 ESD #114 School U x
Burton Elementary School #7 ESD #114 School U x
Cascade Middle School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Columbia River High School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Columbia River High School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Ellsworth Elementary School #5 ESD #114 School U x
Evergreen High School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Evergreen High School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Fort Vancouver High School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Fort Vancouver High School #5 VSD #37 School U  x
Fort Vancouver High School #8 VSD #37 School U x
Heritage High School #6 ESD #114 School U x
Heritage High School #7 ESD #114 School U x
Heritage High School #8 ESD #114 School U x
Heritage High School #9 ESD #114 School U x
Hudson's Bay High School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Hudson's Bay High School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Jason Lee Middle School #B1-6 VSD #37 School U x  
Mountain View High School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Mountain View High School #5 ESD #114 School U x  
Mountain View High School #6 ESD #114 School U x  
Mountain View High School #7 ESD #114 School U x
Shahala Middle School #5 ESD #114 School U x
Skyview High School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Skyview High School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Skyview High School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Skyview High School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Thomas Jefferson Middle School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Thomas Jefferson Middle School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Wy'east Junior High School #11 ESD #114 School U x  
Wy'east Junior High School #12 ESD #114 School U x  
Wy'east Junior High School #13 ESD #114 School U x
Wy'east Junoir High School #15 ESD #114 School U x
Alki Middle School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Alki Middle School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Alki Middle School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Ben Franklin Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Ben Franklin Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Ben Franklin Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Burnt Bridge Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Burton Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U x
Burton Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Columbia Valley Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Covington Junior High School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Covington Junior High School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Covington Junior High School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Crestline Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U  x
Education Center #3  ECC VSD #37 School U x
Education Center #4  ECC VSD #37 School U x
Education Center #5  ECC VSD #37 School U x
Eisenhower Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Eisenhower Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Eisenhower Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Eisenhower Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U  x
Ellsworth Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U  x
Felida Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Felida Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Felida Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Felida Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Fircrest Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Fruit Valley Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U  x
Fruit Valley Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U  x
Fruit Valley Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U  x
Harmony Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Harney Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U  x
Harney Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U  x
Harney Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U  x
Harney Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U  x
Hazel Dell Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Hazel Dell Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Hazel Dell Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Hazel Dell Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Hearthwood Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U  x
Heritage High School #2 + #3 ESD #114 School U x
Heritage High School #4 + #5 ESD #114 School U x
Hough Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U  x
Hough Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U  x
Image Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U  x
Jason Lee Middle School #10 VSD #37 School U x
Jason Lee Middle School #11 VSD #37 School U x
Jason Lee Middle School #12 VSD #37 School U x
Jason Lee Middle School #13 VSD #37 School U x
Lacamas Heights Elementary #2 CSD #117 School U  x
Lacamas Heights Elementary #4 CSD #117 School U  x
Lacamas Heights Elementary #6 CSD #117 School U  x
Lake Shore Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Lake Shore Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Lake Shore Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
M.L. King Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Marshall Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U  x
Marshall Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U  x
Marshall Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U  x
Marshall Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U  x
McLoughlin Middle School #1 VSD #37 School U  x
McLoughlin Middle School #2 VSD #37 School U  x
Mill Plain Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Mill Plain Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U  x
Minnehaha Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Minnehaha Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Minnehaha Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Minnehaha Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Minnehaha Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #2 VSD #37 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #3 VSD #37 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #4 VSD #37 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #5 VSD #37 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #6 VSD #37 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #7 VSD #37 School U x
Orchards Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U  x
Orchards Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U  x
Orchards Elementary School #5 ESD #114 School U  x
Pacific Middle School #3-8 ESD #114 School U x
Peter Ogden Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Peter Ogden Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Peter Ogden Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Peter Ogden Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Peter Ogden Elementary School #7 VSD #37 School U x
Pioneer Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Riverview Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U  x
Roosevelt Elementary School #10 VSD #37 School U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #7 VSD #37 School U  x
Roosevelt Elementary School #8 VSD #37 School U x
Roosevelt Elementary School #9 VSD #37 School U x
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Sacajawea Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Sacajawea Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Sacajawea Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Sacajawea Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Sacajawea Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Sara Anderson Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Sara Anderson Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U x
Sara Anderson Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Sifton Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Sifton Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U  x
Sifton Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U  x
Silver Star Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Sunset Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U  x
Sunset Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U  x
Truman Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Truman Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Truman Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Walnut Grove Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U   x
Walnut Grove Elementary School #2 VSD #37 School U   x
Washington Elem. School/Park #2 VSD #37 School U  x
Washington Elem. School/Park #3 VSD #37 School U  x
York Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Burton Elementary School #6 ESD #114 School U x  
Crestline Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Crestline Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Crestline Elementary School #5 ESD #114 School U x
Crestline Elementary School #6 ESD #114 School U x
Ben Franklin Elementary School #3 VSD #37 School U  x
Burton Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x  
Burton Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Cascade Middle School #1 ESD #114 School U  x
Clark College #1 CC School U x
Columbia River High School #3 VSD #37 School U x  
Covington Junior High School #5 ESD #114 School U x
Crestline Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Discovery Middle School #1  Kiggins Bowl VSD #37 School U x *
Discovery Middle School #2 VSD #37 School U x  *
Education Center #1  ECC VSD #37 School U x  
Education Center #2 ECC VSD #37 School U x
Eisenhower Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Ellsworth Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Ellsworth Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U x
Ellsworth Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Felida Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x  
Fircrest Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Fruit Valley Elementary School #4 VSD #37 School U x
Fruit Valley Elementary School #5 VSD #37 School U x
Harmony Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Harney Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Hazel Dell Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x
Hearthwood Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Image Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x  
Image Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U x  
Image Elementary School #3 ESD #114 School U x
Marrion Elementary School #4 ESD #114 School U  x
McLoughlin Middle School #3 & #4 VSD #37 School U x   
Mill Plain Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x  
Minnehaha Elementary School #7 VSD #37 School U x
Minnehaha Elementary School #8 VSD #37 School U x
Minnehaha Elementary School #9 VSD #37 School U x
Mountain View High School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Norrie Road Annex #1 VSD #37 School U x
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Orchards Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Orchards Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Pacific Middle School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Pioneer Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Sacajawea Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U x
Sacajawea Elementary School #7 VSD #37 School U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #6 VSD #37 School U x  
Salmon Creek Elementary School #7 VSD #37 School U x
Salmon Creek Elementary School #8 VSD #37 School U x
Sara Anderson Elementary School #1 VSD #37 School U  x
Shahala Middle School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Shahala Middle School #2 ESD #114 School U x
Shahala Middle School #4 ESD #114 School U x
Sifton Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Silver Star Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x  
Sunset Elementary School #1 ESD #114 School U x
Thomas Jefferson Middle School #2 VSD #37 School U x
Truman Elementary School #7 VSD #37 School U x
Truman Elementary School #8 VSD #37 School U x  
Wy'east Junior High School #6-10 ESD #114 School U x   

TOTAL URBAN 8 8 3 12 20 40 9 116
Battle Ground High School #1 BGSD #119 School R x
La Center High School #1 LSD #101 School R x
Prairie High School #3 BGSD #119 School R x
Skyridge Middle School #1 CSD #117 School R x
Battle Ground High School #2 BGSD #119 School R x
Camas High School #1 CSD #117 School R x
Hockinson High School #5 HSD #98 School R x
Prairie High School #2 BGSD #119 School R x
Battle Ground High School #9 BGSD #119 School R x  
Omar Gause Intermediate School #5 WSD #112 School R x  
Amboy Middle  School #1 BGSD #119 School R x  
Camas High School #2 CSD #117 School R x
Camas High School #3 CSD #117 School R x  
Camas High School #4 CSD #117 School R x
Hockinson High School #1 HSD #98 School R x
Hockinson High School #2 HSD #98 School R x
Hockinson High School #3 HSD #98 School R x
La Center High School #3 LSD #101 School R x
La Center Middle School #2 LSD #101 School R x
Omar Gause Intermediate School #4 WSD #112 School R  x  
Prairie High School #1 BGSD #119 School R x
Prairie High School #4 BGSD #119 School R x
Ridgefield High School #2 RSD #122 School R x  
Washougal High School #1 WSD #112 School R x
Amboy Middle School #2 BGSD #119 School R  x
Battle Ground High School #4 BGSD #119 School R  x
Battle Ground High School #7 BGSD #119 School R    x
Dorothy M Fox Elementary #2 CSD #117 School R  x
Dorothy M Fox Elementary #4 CSD #117 School R  x
Glenwood Heights Elementary School #1 BGSD #119 School R x
Green Mountain School #1 GMSD #103 School R  x
Hathaway Elementary WSD #112 School R  x
Helen Baller Elementary #5 CSD #117 School R  x
Helen Baller Elementary #6 CSD #117 School R  x
Helen Baller Elementary #7 CSD #117 School R  x
Hockinson Middle School #1 HSD #98 School R x
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TABLE C-10: SCHOOL DISTRICT SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Youth 
SoccerField Location Ownership

Field Type
Urban/ 
RuralUse

Adult 
Baseball Football

Multi-
Use

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Hockinson Middle School #2 HSD #98 School R  x
Hockinson Primary School #1 HSD #98 School R  x
Hockinson Primary School #4 HSD #98 School R  x
James David Zellerback Middle School #2 CSD #117 School R  x
James David Zellerback Middle School #3 CSD #117 School R  x
Jemteguard Intermediate School #1 WSD #112 School R  x
Jemteguard Intermediate School #2 WSD #112 School R  x
Laurin Middle School #2 BGSD #119 School R x
Laurin Middle School #3 BGSD #119 School R x
Laurin Middle School #8 BGSD #119 School R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #6 BGSD #119 School R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #7 BGSD #119 School R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #8 BGSD #119 School R x
Pleasant Valley Middle School #9 BGSD #119 School R x
South Ridge Elementary School #2 RSD #122 School R x
Yacolt Primary School #1 BGSD #119 School R  x
Columbia (District Offices) #1 WSD #112 School R  x  
La Center High School #2 LSD #101 School R x
Lewisville Middle School #8 BGSD #119 School R x
Maple Grove Middle School #1 BGSD #119 School R x
Maple Grove Middle School #2 BGSD #119 School R x
Maple Grove Middle School #3 BGSD #119 School R x
Washougal High School #3 WSD #112 School R x  
Amboy Middle  School #4 BGSD #119 School R  x
Amboy Middle School #3 BGSD #119 School R  x  
Battle Ground High School #6 BGSD #119 School R x
Camas High School #5 CSD #117 School R  x  
Camas High School #6 CSD #117 School R x
Camas High School #9 CSD #117 School R  x  
Captain Strong Elementary School #1 BGSD #119 School R x
Green Mountain School #2 GMSD #103 School R x
Hearthwood Elementary School #2 ESD #114 School R x  
Helen Baller Elementary #1 CSD #117 School R x
Helen Baller Elementary #2 CSD #117 School R x
Helen Baller Elementary #3 CSD #117 School R x
Helen Baller Elementary #4 CSD #117 School R x
Hockinson High School #4 HSD #98 School R x
Hockinson Middle School #3 HSD #98 School R x
Hockinson Middle School #4 HSD #98 School R x
Hockinson Middle School #5 HSD #98 School R x  
James David Zellerback Middle School #1 CSD #117 School R x
La Center Middle School #3 LSD #101 School R  x
Lacamas Heights Elementary #1 CSD #117 School R x
Lacamas Heights Elementary #3 CSD #117 School R x
Lacamas Heights Elementary #5 CSD #117 School R  x
Laurin Middle School #5 BGSD #119 School R x
Laurin Middle School #6 BGSD #119 School R x  
Laurin Middle School #7 BGSD #119 School R x
Omar Gause Intermediate School #2 WSD #112 School R x
Omar Gause Intermediate School #3 WSD #112 School R x
Omar Gause Intermediate School 1 WSD #112 School R x
Prairie High School #5 BGSD #119 School R x  
Viewridge Middle School #10 RSD #122 School R x
Viewridge Middle School #3 RSD #122 School R x  
Viewridge Middle School #4 RSD #122 School R x
Viewridge Middle School #5 RSD #122 School R x
Viewridge Middle School #6 RSD #122 School R x
Viewridge Middle School #7 RSD #122 School R x
Viewridge Middle School #8 RSD #122 School R x
Viewridge Middle School #9 RSD #122 School R x
Yacolt Primary School #2 BGSD #119 School R x
Yacolt Primary School #3 BGSD #119 School R x

TOTAL RURAL 8 1 6 1 14 32 8 28
TOTAL SCHOOL FIELDS 430 20 18 13 18 58 131 28 144
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TABLE C-11: PRIVATE SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Community Fields
Hewlett Packard Private Comm U x

TOTAL RURAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
School Fields
Columbia Academy #3 Private School U x
Columbia Academy #1 Private School U x

TOTAL URBAN 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Brush Prairie Baptist #1 Private School R  x
Brush Prairie Baptist #2 Private School R x
Meadow Glade Elem. School #1 Private School R x  
Meadow Glade Elem. School #2 Private School R x  
Private Church Field 400 NE 179th Private School R x

TOTAL RURAL 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 0
Fields Dedicated to League Use
Belisle Fields #1 Private Ded U  x
Belisle Fields #2 Private Ded U x
Belisle Fields #3 Private Ded U x
Belisle Fields #4 Private Ded U x
Belisle Fields #5 Private Ded U x
Glenwood Little League #1 Private Ded U  x
Glenwood Little League #2 Private Ded U x
Glenwood Little League #3 Private Ded U x
Glenwood Little League #4 Private Ded U x
Hazel Dell Little League #1 Private Ded U x  
Hazel Dell Little League #2 Private Ded U x  
HB Fuller Park #1 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #2 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #3 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #4 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #5 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #6 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #7 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #8 Private Ded U x
HB Fuller Park #9 Private Ded U x
Wineberg LL #1 Private Ded U x
Wineberg LL #2 Private Ded U x
Wineberg LL #3 Private Ded U x
Wineberg LL #4 Private Ded U x
Wineberg LL #5 Private Ded U x
Wineberg LL #6 Private Ded U x
Washington School for the Deaf Private Ded U x
Washington School for the Deaf Private Ded U x
Washington School for the Deaf Private Ded U x *

TOTAL URBAN 4 13 2 3 1 6 0 0
North Clark LL #1 Private Ded R x
North Clark LL #2 Private Ded R x
North Clark LL #3 Private Ded R x
North Clark LL #4 Private Ded R x
North Clark LL #5 Private Ded R x
North Clark LL #6 Private Ded R x
Pendleton Woolen Mill Fields Private Ded R x
Prairie Field #1 Private Ded R x
Prairie Field #2 Private Ded R x
Prairie Field #3 Private Ded R x
Prairie Field #4 Private Ded R x
Prairie Field #5 Private Ded R x
Prairie Field #6 Private Ded R x

TOTAL RURAL 2 4 7 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL PRIVATE FIELDS 50 6 17 10 6 2 7 2 0

Field Location Ownership

Field Type

Use
Urban/ 
Rural

Adult 
Baseball

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Youth 
Soccer Football

Multi-
Use
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TABLE C-12: OTHER CITIES' SPORTS FIELD INVENTORY

Community Fields
Louis Block Park Camas Comm R x  
Crown Park Camas Comm R  x
Fairgrounds Park #4 Battle Ground Comm R   x
Fairgrounds Park #5 Battle Ground Comm R   x
Fairgrounds Park #6 Battle Ground Comm R   x
Hathaway Park #3 Washougal Comm R   x
Yacolt Park #1 Yacolt Comm R  x
Hamlik Park #2 Washougal Comm R x
Hathaway Park #2 Washougal Comm R  x
Hathaway Park #4 Washougal Comm R x
La Center Community Park #4 La Center Comm R x
Prune Hill Sports Park #2 Camas Comm R x
Yacolt Park #2 Yacolt Comm R  x

TOTAL RURAL 1 0 0 0 1 5 0 6
Fields Dedicated to League Use
Abrams Park #3 Ridgefield Ded R  x  
Abrams Park #4 Ridgefield Ded R x
Abrams Park #5 Ridgefield Ded R x
Bates Field Ded R x
Fairgrounds Park #1 Battle Ground Ded R x
Fairgrounds Park #2 Battle Ground Ded R x  
Fairgrounds Park #3 Battle Ground Ded R x
Falling Leaf Field Camas Ded R x  
Forest Home Park #1 Camas Ded R x   
Forest Home Park #2 Camas Ded R x   
Goot Park Camas Ded R x   
Hamlik Park #1 Washougal Ded R x
Hathaway Park #1 Washougal Ded R x
La Center Community Park #1 La Center Ded R x
La Center Community Park #2 La Center Ded R x
La Center Community Park #3 La Center Ded R  x
Town Well Park/Ballfields # 1 Yacolt Ded R  x
Town Well Park/Ballfields # 2 Yacolt Ded R x
Town Well Park/Ballfields # 3 Yacolt Ded R x
Town Well Park/Ballfields # 4 Yacolt Ded R x
Abrams Park #1 Ridgefield Ded R x  
Abrams Park #2 Ridgefield Ded R x
Angelo Park (Columbia Field) Washougal Ded R x
Ione Park #1 Camas Ded R x
Ione Park #2 Camas Ded R x
Prune Hill Sports Park #1 Camas Ded R x

TOTAL RURAL 1 14 1 4 4 2 0 0
TOTAL OTHER CITIES' FIELDS 39 2 14 1 4 5 7 0 6

Field Location Ownership

Field Type

Use
Urban/ 
Rural

Adult 
Baseball

Youth 
Baseball

Adult 
Softball

Youth 
Softball

Adult 
Soccer

Youth 
Soccer Football

Multi-
Use
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Trail Name Miles Built Planned Miles

Battle Ground / Fisher's Landing Trail 2.8 16.1
Camp Bonneville Trail 0 12.1
Chelatchie Prairie Railroad Trail 2.7 34.2
East Fork of the Lewis River Greenway Trail 4.1 28.4
East Powerline Trail 0 16.5
I-5 Corridor Trail 1 22
I-205 Corridor Trail 2 13
Lake to Lake Trail 11.4 22.3
Lewis and Clark Discovery Greenway Trail 9.5 46.1
Livingston Mountain / Dole Valley Trail 0 21
North / South Powerline Trail 0 20.6
North Fork Lewis River Trail 0 31.5
Padden Parkway Trail 9.7 10
Salmon Creek Greenway Trail 3.1 24.9
Washougal River Corridor 0 10.4
Whipple Creek Greenway Trail 0 4.8

TRAILS TOTAL 46.3 333.9

TABLE C-13: VANCOUVER-CLARK PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT
TRAIL INVENTORY
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APPENDIX D:

Existing Park, Recreation

Facility, & Open Space Maps
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APPENDIX E: OPEN SPACE & 
HABITAT 
 
During the 1990s, Clark County prepared 
various resource documents that focus on 
specific types of park, recreation, and open 
space needs.  These documents provide 
extensive, detailed information regarding land 
and facility inventories, demand and need, and 
project priorities.  These documents continue 
to provide valuable planning guidelines for the 
Clark County community, and elements from 
these plans are incorporated into this 
document to maintain consistency and 
coordinated planning. 
 
In addition, Clark County adopted in 
December 1994 its first “Urban Wildlife 
Habitat Plan” as a supplement to the 
comprehensive parks and recreation plan.  A 
primary purpose of this plan is to establish 
planning eligibility under the Washington 
Wildlife and Recreation (WWRP) Urban 
Wildlife Habitat Account, which is managed 
by the Washington State Interagency 
Committee for Outdoor Recreation, and 
other possible grant programs.1 
 
As with previous parks plan updates, this 
comprehensive plan incorporates elements of 
the Urban Wildlife Habitat Plan.   It builds on 
extensive work that has already occurred 
under the Clark County Open Space 
                                                 
1 As noted above, a primary purpose of the Urban Wildlife Habitat element is to 

establish funding eligibility under the IAC’s Washington Wildlife and Recreation 

Program (WWRP) Urban Wildlife Habitat Account.  It is important to note that the 

scope of the grant program and scope of this planning component are somewhat 

different.  In urbanized counties such as Clark County, the Urban Wildlife Habitat 

Program covers areas within a 5-mile radius of any incorporated town or city.  The 

scope of the planning document, however, is countywide.  The larger service area was 

utilized to maintain consistency with the comprehensive parks plan and other 

planning documents and to recognize the importance of interconnected habitat and 

open space systems, to help encourage partnerships between agencies, and to avoid 

fragmentation of wildlife populations, wildlife habitat, and wildlife migration patterns. 

Commission, Conservation Futures Open 
Space Program, WDFW Priority Habitat and 
Species Program, Washington Conservation 
Commission Limiting Factors Analysis, and 
Growth Management planning process.  It is 
not the purpose of this plan to replace or 
supercede these planning processes, but to 
incorporate the important findings and 
recommendations that have been established 
through the development of these documents 
and data sources.  These planning 
processes—supported by extensive public 
involvement and review—provide an essential 
foundation to help meet the needs for the 
protection and conservation of wildlife 
habitats and populations across Vancouver 
and Clark County. 
 

HABITAT AREAS 
 
Clark County is one of the fastest growing 
and most heavily populated counties in the 
state.  These conditions have increased 
impacts on a variety of resources, including 
habitat and open space lands.  Despite this, 
Clark County continues to support a variety 
of valuable wildlife habitat that ranges from 
the Douglas fir forests of the Cascade 
Mountains to the wetlands and riparian 
forests of the Columbia River lowlands. 
 
In recent years, several methods have been 
used to map and/or designate the county’s 
highest priority habitat and critical/sensitive 
lands (e.g., high-quality wetlands).  These 
include the Clark County Open Space 
Commission Report, GMA Critical Lands 
designations, Washington State Priority 
Habitat and Species Program, Washington 
Conservation Commission Fish Distribution 
Maps and Limiting Factors Analyses, and 
Lower Columbia Steelhead Conservation 
Initiative.  While these programs utilized 
different methodologies to identify high-
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priority wildlife habitat, the results produce 
similar or complementary findings and lead to 
consistent preservation priorities. 
 
CLARK COUNTY OPEN SPACE 

COMMISSION REPORT 
The Clark County Open Space Commission 
was appointed in 1989 to help define and 
identify the county’s highest priority open 
space lands.  The commission defined open 
space in terms of its various functions and 
benefits.  These specifically included open 
space to preserve wildlife habitat and also 
included various functions and benefits that 
support wildlife species and populations (e.g., 
open space to protect shorelines, open space 
to preserve natural vegetation, and open space 
to preserve sensitive water-related areas).  
Methodologies were developed to map 
individual functions and benefits; then the 
various functions and benefits were 
aggregated to produce a high-value open 
space map. 
 
To help build a conceptual framework for 
purposes of mapping wildlife habitat, the 
Open Space Commission adopted this 
statement: “The primary benefit of wildlife 
habitat is the support it provides to fish and 
animals by maintaining existing populations 
and increasing species diversity and 
abundance.  Special consideration may be 
given to rare, sensitive, or endangered species 
habitat.  Specific attributes include the supply 
of food, water, and cover, or resting, breeding, 
nesting, and migrating sites.  Almost all 
natural areas provide habitat, but riparian 
corridors harbor a particularly wide range of 
fish and wildlife.”  The Open Space 
Commission then developed a weighted, 
three-tiered system for actually mapping 
habitat areas throughout the county.  The 
following system was used: 
 

• Tier 1: All endangered, threatened, and 
species of concern habitat as identified by 
the WDFW Priority Habitat and Species 
Program.  These include game, non-game, 
and fish species. 

• Tier 2: Approximations for important 
generalized species habitat, including all 
wetland areas, areas within the 100-year 
floodplain, areas within 100 feet of all 
lakes, rivers, and streams, and big game 
winter ranges in the northeast corner of 
the county. 

• Tier 3: All other undeveloped areas in 
Clark County. 

Sources utilized by Clark County GIS for 
mapping purposes included the WDFW 
Priority Habitat and Species Program, Soil 
Conservation Service (now Natural Resources 
Conservation Service) Wildlife Habitat Map, 
and interviews with WDFW, DNR, 
USF&WS, and WDOE personnel, as well as a 
private biological consultant.  Floodplain areas 
are mapped using County data.  A map 
showing priority wildlife habitat and open 
space areas is included in this appendix.   

 
CLARK COUNTY CRITICAL AREAS 

DESIGNATIONS 
Clark County has identified and mapped 
priority habitat areas as part of the Growth 
Management planning process.  Under the 
GMA, cities and counties are required to 
designate five types of “Critical Areas:” 
Wetlands, Frequently Flooded Areas, Aquifer 
Recharge Areas, Geologically Hazardous Areas, and 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas (RCW 
36.70A.170).  In addition, in designating 
critical areas, cities and counties must give 
“special consideration to conservation or 
protection measures to preserve or enhance 
anadromous fisheries” (RCW 36.70A.172). 
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Chapter 13.51 of the Clark County Code 
(Habitat Conservation Ordinance) defines and 
provides a mapping framework for fish and 
wildlife habitat to be protected as GMA Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Areas.  Habitat 
areas include priority habitat and species sites 
as defined and mapped under the Washington 
State Priority Habitat and Species Program 
and locally important habitat sites as defined 
and mapped under the code.  For purposes of 
identification and mapping, the following 
definitions apply: 

• “’Priority Habitat and Species’ (PHS) shall 
mean the official definitions and all area 
classifications by that name used by the 
Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (DFW). . . . Priority species sites 
include all areas within one thousand 
(1,000) feet of state listed endangered, 
threatened, sensitive or candidate species.  
Clark County shall defer to DFW in 
regards to classification, mapping and 
interpretation of PHS.” 

• “’Riparian Zone’ means areas encompassing 
riparian habitat, a subset of priority habitat 
and as defined by DFW, extending 
outward from the ordinary high-water 
mark of waters to the one hundred (100) 
year floodplain or the following distances 
if greater (Definitions of the Type 1 
through 5 waters are found in WAC 222-
16-030): 

• DNR Type 1 and 2 waters: 250 feet 

• DNR Type 3 waters: 200 feet 

• DNR Type 4 and 5 waters: 150 feet 

• “’Locally Important Habitat’ means those 
areas so designated by Clark County by 
virtue of containing unusual or unique 
habitat warranting protection because of 
qualitative species diversity or habitat 
system health indicators.”   

 
Point sites of sensitive, threatened, or 
endangered wildlife species are mapped by 
WDFW and are available for review under 
procedures set forth by WDFW.  In addition, 
in the case of inconsistencies, official habitat 
area definitions of priority habitats and 
species shall prevail over countywide mapping 
in determining the location of habitat 
conservation areas.   
 
WASHINGTON STATE PRIORITY 

HABITAT AND SPECIES (PHS) PROGRAM 
In mapping fish and wildlife conservation 
areas, the Open Space Commission Report 
and Habitat Conservation Ordinance both 
utilize as a key component the Washington 
State Priority Habitat and Species Program.  
Priority habitats “are those habitat types or 
elements with unique or significant value to a 
diverse assemblage or species.”  Priority 
habitats “may consist of a unique vegetation 
type or dominant plant species, a described 
successional stage, or a specific structural 
element” (WDFW Priority Habitats and 
Species List, July 1999).  In addition, areas 
identified as priority habitats have one or 
more of the following attributes: 

• High fish and wildlife density 

• High fish and wildlife species diversity 

• Important fish and wildlife breeding 
habitat 

• Important fish and wildlife seasonal 
ranges 

• Important fish and wildlife movement 
corridors 

• Limited availability 

• High vulnerability to habitat alteration 

• Unique or dependent species 
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WDFW has identified and defined 18 priority 
habitats in Washington State (See Appendix 
B).  Eleven of these priority habitats are 
believed to occur in Clark County (Pers. 
Comm., WDFW, March 2000).  These are 
caves, cliffs, freshwater wetlands, instream, 
old growth/mature forests, oak woodlands, 
riparian, rural natural open space, snags and 
logs, talus, and urban natural open space.  In 
some cases, WDFW has completed or is 
preparing management guidelines that help 
describe the importance of individual priority 
habitats.  WDFW has completed management 
guidelines for oak woodlands and riparian 
priority habitats, which occur extensively in 
Clark County.  These guidelines underscore 
the importance of riparian habitat for 
supporting wildlife:  

• A riparian habitat area is defined as the 
area adjacent to aquatic systems with 
flowing water (e.g., rivers, perennial or 
intermittent streams, seeps, springs) that 
contains elements of both aquatic and 
terrestrial ecosystems which mutually 
influence each other. 

• Protection of riparian habitat compared to 
other habitat types, may yield the greatest 
gains for fish and wildlife while involving 
the least amount of area.  Riparian habitat: 

• Covers a relatively small area yet it 
supports a higher diversity and 
abundance of fish and wildlife than 
any other habitat 

• Provides important fish and wildlife 
breeding habitat, seasonal ranges, and 
movement corridors 

• Is highly vulnerable to alteration 

• Has important social values, including 
water purification, flood control, 
recreation, and aesthetics 

• “Natural riparian corridors are the most 
diverse, dynamic, and complex biophysical 
habitats on the terrestrial portion of the 
earth” (Naiman et al. 1993:209).  Wildlife 
occurs more often and in greater variety in 
riparian habitats than in any other habitat 
type.  Although riparian areas constitute a 
small portion of the surface landscape, 
approximately 85% of Washington’s 
wildlife species have been known to use 
riparian habitat associated with rivers and 
streams (Thomas et al. 1979, Brown 
1985). 

 
In addition to the statewide classifications of 
priority habitats, WDFW has identified 
“priority habitat areas” in Clark County.   
These designations were incorporated into the 
GMA Resource Document and are largely 
consistent with the findings of the Open 
Space Commission Report (see Appendix C).  
These habitat areas include, for example, the 
Washougal and Little Washougal Rivers, 
Lewis River area, Vancouver Lake area north 
to the Ridgefield Wildlife Refuge, and Salmon 
Creek.  The county’s GMA documents note 
that these areas are generalized and are 
intended to be further defined as more data 
become available. 
 
LIMITING FACTORS ANALYSIS 
In response to the listing of various salmon 
and steelhead populations as federal 
threatened and endangered species, the 
Washington Legislature in 1998 directed the 
state Conservation Commission to prepare 
Limiting Factors Analyses on watersheds 
throughout the state.  The State Legislature 
also directed the Lower Columbia Fish 
Recovery Board (the lead entity for salmon 
recovery in the lower Columbia region) to 
identify factors for decline on a stream-by-
stream basis and to identify and prioritize 
projects that will maximize salmon recovery.  
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The Conservation Commission, LCFRB, 
Clark County, and other partners are 
cooperating in the development of Limiting 
Factors Analyses in Clark County and the 
region.  Work products include fish 
distribution maps and the limiting factors 
analyses which identify conditions that limit 
salmon production within watersheds. 
 
The organizational framework for the LFAs is 
Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs).  
Clark County is covered by parts of two 
WRIAs.  WRIA 27 includes three major 
drainages—North Fork Lewis, East Fork 
Lewis, and Kalama.  WRIA 28 consists 
primarily of a series of independent tributaries 
to the Columbia River and extends from the 
vicinity of the Ridgefield Wildlife Refuge in 
Clark County to Bonneville Dam in Skamania 
County.  WRIA 28 encompasses the Clark 
County Lake River, the Washougal River, 
Salmon Creek, Flume Creek, Whipple Creek, 
Burnt Bridge Creek, Gibbons Creek and 
Lawton Creek.  The LFA for WRIA 27 was 
completed in January 2000; the LFA for 
WRIA 28 will be completed in late 2000 or 
early 2001. 
 
The Limiting Factors Analysis and Fish 
Distribution Maps provide important 
information regarding habitat conditions on 
salmon-bearing streams.  These documents 
will continue to be updated and refined as 
new data become available and should be 
considered a primary tool in identifying and 
prioritizing projects that will help with salmon 
recovery in Clark County. The “habitats in 
need of protection” for WRIA 27 are listed 
below. 
 
North Fork Lewis River  
• Off-channel habitat surrounding Eagle 

Island is critical rearing area for juvenile 
fall chinook. 

• The entire mainstem reach between Cedar 
Creek and Merwin Dam needs protection 
to assure healthy returns for the most 
important spawning population of fall 
chinook in the lower Columbia region. 

• The Cedar Creek watershed provides the 
majority of spawning and rearing habitat 
left for all species of anadromous fish in 
the North Fork system.  Protection and 
enhancement of this basin is critical. 

• Wetland complexes in the lower 2 miles 
of the South Fork of Chelatchie Creek 
provide extremely important 
overwintering and rearing habitat for coho 
salmon. 

• The North Fork Chelatchie Creek 
contributes cool, clear water to Cedar 
Creek.  Protection of the wetland 
complexes and springs in the upper 
reaches in Section 10 should help 
maintain water quality. 

• All backwater slough areas above the 
Lewis River Salmon Hatchery provide 
spawning grounds for the few remaining 
chum salmon that return to the North 
Fork. 

• The lower reaches of Johnson, Ross, 
Robinson, and Colvin Creeks provide 
important spawning habitat for coho and 
sometimes steelhead. 

 
East Fork Lewis River  
• Wetlands and associated off-channel 

habitats for coho and steelhead juveniles 
are limited by agricultural, residential, and 
surface mining developments within the 
lower 9 miles of floodplain.  Also, the 
most dense observed spawning for chum 
salmon historically occurred in side 
channels and upwelling areas in the lower 
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6 miles of the East Fork Lewis River 
(WDF 1973). 

• Habitat within Riley Creek and Brezee 
Creek is generally intact and in fairly good 
shape.  If passage problems can be 
addressed in Brezee Creek, a signficant 
amount of good quality habitat could be 
available for coho salmon and steelhead. 

• Protection of the entire valley floor in the 
lower floodplain from extensive future 
development or surface mining will help 
maintain groundwater recharge, reduce 
elevated stream temperatures, decrease 
fine sediment inputs, eliminate the chance 
of additional catastrophic avulsions, and 
protect the hyporheic zone. 

• Protect the spawning and rearing habitat 
for the “healthy” wild fall chinook 
population in the mainstem between RM 
10 and RM 15. 

• Rock Creek was identified by the TAG 
(Technical Advisory Group) as probably 
the most important tributary to protect 
within the East Fork watershed for 
production of wild winter steelhead.  In 
general, the habitat within Rock Creek is 
functional and spawning surveys find the 
highest density steelhead redds per stream 
mile of any of the East Fork’s tributaries.  
Protection of this area is critical to the 
success of recovery efforts for steelhead 
within the basin. 

 
LOWER COLUMBIA STEELHEAD 

CONSERVATION INITIATIVE (LCSCI) 
The draft Lower Columbia Steelhead 
Conservation Initiative was developed by 
Governor’s Joint Natural Resources Cabinet, 
in cooperation with local government 
partners, to help address the listing of wild 
steelhead in the lower Columbia region.  In 

addition to addressing issues and recovery 
strategies related to steelhead, the LCSCI 
provided a springboard for conservation 
planning for other species at risk in the lower 
Columbia area, including chum, chinook, 
cutthroat trout, and bull trout.  The LCSCI 
included a prioritization of streams and 
steelhead populations; the prioritization was 
divided into five tiers.  Kalama River/Winter 
Run and Wind River/Summer Run were 
identified as Tier I priorities.  East Fork 
Lewis/Summer Run and Washougal 
River/Summer Run were identified as Tier II 
priorities. 
 

WILDLIFE SPECIES 
 
Clark County provides a variety of terrestrial 
and freshwater habitats that support a 
diversity of fish and wildlife species.  Wildlife 
populations include both resident and 
migratory species that may be divided 
generally into mammals, birds, fish, reptiles, 
and amphibians (Perspectives Resource 
Document, Feb. 1992).  This section 
examines general wildlife populations, priority 
species, species of concern, and migratory 
species and supporting habitats. 
 
GENERAL WILDLIFE POPULATIONS 
Mammals  
Clark County provides habitat for more than 
55 species of mammals, ranging from eastern 
cottontail and deer mice to black bear and 
Roosevelt elk.  Mammals in Clark County may 
be divided into seven orders: marsupials, 
shrews and moles, bats, hares, rodents, 
carnivores, and hoofed animals.  Mammal 
populations may fluctuate seasonally due to 
migration, food supplies, weather conditions, 
and other factors.  In addition, habitat 
conditions strongly influence the location and 
distribution of mammals and other wildlife in 
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the county.  The Cascade Foothills, for 
example, provide extensive winter range for 
large mammals such as black-tailed deer and 
Roosevelt elk.   
 
Birds  
Clark County provides habitat for more than 
240 species of birds.  These include relatively 
common species such as European starling, 
California gull, barn swallow, great-horned 
owl, and American wigeon, as well as 
relatively rare species such as great egret, 
purple martin, snipe, green or green-backed 
heron, and black-crowned night heron.  The 
Columbia River lowlands, with their abundant 
wetland areas and mild climate, provide 
especially favorable conditions for bird 
species.  In fact, the Clark County 
Perspectives Resource Document states, “it is 
likely that any (bird) species found in Clark 
County may also be found in the refuge.”  
Two lists of Clark County birds are included 
in Appendix D: Vancouver Audubon 
Society’s Preliminary Checklist of Clark County 
Birds and the list of Clark County birds 
contained in the Perspectives Resource 
Document.  
 
Fish  
The Columbia River system, including its 
primary and secondary tributaries, and the 
various freshwater ponds and lakes in the 
County support more than 40 species of fish.  
Fish populations include both native species 
such as chinook and coho salmon, steelhead, 
and sturgeon, and non-native species such as 
largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, yellow 
perch, and crappie.  Fish populations in the 
county also include both migratory and 
resident species.  Most of the migratory 
species are anadromous, which means they 
hatch in freshwater streams, migrate to the 
ocean as juveniles, and then return to 
freshwater as adults to spawn.  Moreover, the 

county’s various salmon and steelhead runs 
include both hatchery-reared and naturally 
producing stocks of fish. 
 
Herpetofauna  
Herpetology refers to the study of amphibians 
and reptiles.  The Perspectives Resource 
Document lists 14 species of amphibians 
(salamanders, toads, and frogs) that may be 
found in Clark County, and seven species of 
reptiles (turtles, lizards, and snakes).  The 
Resource Document notes that amphibians 
and reptiles are distinct groups.  Amphibians 
prefer marsh, lake, and stream habitats, while 
reptiles, excluding turtles, tend to prefer 
upland habitats.  Herpetofauna hibernate 
during the winter and are often difficult to 
observe in the spring, summer, and fall since 
they are generally secretive. 
 
PRIORITY SPECIES 
The Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife publishes a priority species list 
for the state of Washington.  WDFW defines 
priority species as “fish and wildlife species 
requiring protective measures and/or 
management guidelines to ensure their 
perpetuation.”  Priority species must qualify 
under at least one of three criteria: 

• Criterion 1: State Listed and Candidate Species:: 
State listed species are those native fish 
and wildlife species legally designated 
under the Washington Administrative 
Code as endangered, threatened, or 
sensitive.  State candidate species are 
those fish and wildlife species that will be 
reviewed by the department for possible 
listing as endangered, threatened, or 
sensitive according to the process and 
criteria defined in the WAC.  

• Criterion 2: Vulnerable Aggregations: 
Vulnerable aggregations include those 
species or groups of animals susceptible 
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to significant population declines, within a 
specific area or statewide, by virtue of 
their inclination to aggregate.  Examples 
include heron rookeries, seabird 
concentrations, marine mammal haulouts, 
shellfish beds, and fish spawning and 
rearing areas. 

• Criterion 3: Species of Recreational, Commercial, 
and/or Tribal Importance that are Vulnerable: 
These include native and non-native fish 
and wildlife species of recreational or 
commercial importance and recognized 
species used for tribal ceremonial and 
subsistence purposes that are vulnerable 
to habitat loss or degradation. 

 
This appendix includes a list of priority 
species that are found in the southwest 
Washington Region 5, including Clark, 
Cowlitz, Klickitat, Lewis, Skamania, and 
Wahkiakum Counties.  The list includes 
information which of three PHS criteria were 
used to designate a particular species as a 
priority species.  Examples of priority species 
found in Clark County include: sandhill 
cranes, great blue heron, and largemouth bass. 
 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
The Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife publishes both a Priority Habitat 
and Species list and a Species of Concern list.  The 
Species of Concern list is essentially a subset 
of the Priority Species List.  Species of 
Concern include those species that have been 
listed by the state as endangered, threatened, 
sensitive, and candidate, as well as species 
listed or proposed for listing by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service or the National Marine 
Fisheries Service.  The Washington 
Administrative Code establishes species that 
are state endangered, threatened, and 
sensitive.  Candidate species are established by 

WDFW policy.  Definitions of each 
designation are as follows: 

• State Endangered: Any wildlife species 
native to the state of Washington that is 
seriously threatened with extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range within the state (WAC 232-12-
014). 

• State Threatened: Any wildlife species native 
to the state of Washington that is likely to 
become endangered within the foreseeable 
future throughout a significant portion of 
its range within the state without 
cooperative management or removal of 
threats (WAC 232-12-011). 

• State Sensitive: Any wildlife species native 
to the state of Washington that is 
vulnerable or declining and is likely to 
become endangered or threatened in a 
significant portion of its range within the 
state without cooperative management or 
removal threats (WAC 232-12-011). 

• State Candidate: Any fish and wildlife 
species that the department will review for 
possible listing as State Endangered, 
Threatened, or Sensitive.  A species will 
be considered for designation as a State 
Candidate if sufficient evidence suggests 
that its status may meet the listing criteria 
defined for State Endangered, Threatened, 
or Sensitive (WDFW Policy M-6001). 

 
Clark County provides habitat for a number 
of TES and Candidate species.  These include 
sandhill cranes, peregrine falcons, bald eagles, 
larch mountain salamanders, chinook salmon, 
chum salmon, and steelhead.  The following is 
a list of migratory species and their supporting 
habitats. 
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Anadromous Fish 
Clark County and the lower Columbia region 
provide critical habitat for a variety of 
migratory fish and wildlife species.  These 
include a variety of salmon and steelhead 
populations that have been listed or proposed 
for listing as federal threatened species, as well 
as some of the largest populations of 
migratory waterfowl, neotropical migrant 
birds, and shorebirds on the Pacific 
Northwest Coast.   
 
Historically, it is estimated that as many as 15 
- 17 million adult salmon and steelhead 
returned each year to the Columbia River.  
Over time, these fish populations have 
experienced severe declines.  Salmon and 
steelhead populations are now estimated to be 
less than 10 percent of their original size.  
Many individual stocks have been eliminated 
and others are severely depressed.  In recent 
years, the number of chum salmon returning 
to the Columbia have been in some years less 
than one percent of historic high levels. 
 
The lower Columbia region now has the 
largest number of salmon and steelhead runs 
in the state of Washington listed or proposed 
for listing under the federal Endangered 
Species Act.  These include lower Columbia 
chum, chinook, steelhead, sea-run cutthroat, 
and coho (under review).  Bull trout, a 
resident species, are also listed as federal 
threatened. 
 
Collectively, Clark County streams support 
several naturally spawning stocks of listed 
salmon and steelhead.  Streams supporting 
naturally producing anadromous fish 
populations include the Lewis River system, 
the Washougal River system, Salmon Creek 
and other smaller tributaries.  These streams 
provide critical habitat for spawning and 
rearing, and are essential to the overall 

recovery of lower Columbia fish populations.  
Both the Lower Columbia Steelhead 
Conservation Initiative and Washington 
Conservation Commission Limiting Factors 
Analysis identify Clark County streams as 
highly important to salmon recovery.  The 
LCSCI identifies the East Fork Lewis and 
Washougal Rivers as “Tier II” streams; only 
the Wind and Kalama are rated as higher 
priorities in terms of steelhead recovery in the 
lower Columbia region. 
 
Migratory Birds 
Clark County and the lower Columbia River 
are located within an extensive migration 
route known as the Pacific Flyway that 
extends from the Bering Sea in Alaska along 
the Pacific Seaboard to South America.  In 
addition, the wetlands and floodplains 
associated with the Columbia River, lower 
East Fork Lewis, and other tributaries are a 
key part of an area known as the Lower 
Columbia River Ecoregion, which extends 
downstream from Bonneville Dam to the 
Pacific Ocean.  
 
The lower Columbia’s floodplain and wetland 
areas are highly important for migrating and 
wintering waterfowl, neotropical migrant 
birds, and shorebirds.  These areas support 
the second largest wintering and migration 
populations of waterfowl on the Pacific 
Northwest Coast, the first being the northern 
bays of Puget Sound.  Peak waterfowl 
numbers exceed 200,000 birds during 
migration, and the area regularly winters over 
150,000 ducks , geese, and swans.  The main 
puddle duck species are mallard, northern 
shoveler, American wigeon, northern pintail, 
and green-winged teal.  The main diving 
ducks are canvasback, ring-necked duck, and 
lesser scaup.  In addition, the area provides 
important habitat for several subspecies of 
Canada geese: taverners, lessers, cacklers, 
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duskys, Aleutians, and to a lesser extend 
Vancouvers.  All subspecies listed within the 
region winter in substantial numbers with the 
exception of Aleutians and Vancouver Canada 
geese (Lower Columbia Ecoregion 
Restoration Project, August 1994). 
 
The protected riparian communities of the 
Lower Columbia River Ecoregion provide 
excellent habitat for a mixed assemblage of 
neotropical migratory bird species.  Although 
several species are transients, the lower 
Columbia also supports one of the richest 
nesting neotropical bird communities in the 
Pacific Northwest.  Twenty-six species of land 
birds utilize the forests for nesting, including 
several declining species in the Pacific 
Northwest: western wood pewee, willow 
flycatcher, purple martin, Swainson’s thrush, 
yellow warbler, yellow-breasted chat, and 
black-headed grosbeak.  In their lowland 
breeding range, all of these species are 
dependent upon palustrine hardwood forests.  
Although several are not listed by the Partners 
in Flight Program or the USFW Service, most 
are listed as threatened or species of concern 
in Washington, Oregon, and California  
(Lower Columbia River Ecoregion 
Restoration Project (LCREP,  August 1994). 
 
The Lower Columbia Ecoregion is also 
seasonally important for migratory shorebirds.  
Twenty-five species of shorebirds have been 
recorded in the region.  Most of the migratory 
shorebirds migrate along the coast staging in 
coastal tidal habitats such as Willapa Bay, 
Grays Harbor, and the bays of Puget Sound.  
However, the Vancouver Lake/Shillapoo 
Bottoms, Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge, 
and Sauvies Island also provide important 
habitat for these bird species; the most 
common include long-billed dowitchers, 
dunlin, western sandpiper, common snipe, 
and yellow legs (LCREP, August 1994). 

Terrestrial Wildlife 
As part of the Pacific Flyway and lower 
Columbia River system, Clark County 
provides critical habitat to a variety of fish and 
bird species.  In addition, the county provides 
locally important migration corridors for 
terrestrial wildlife.  “These migration routes 
may include areas that are necessary for long-
term shifts in wildlife species distributions, or 
that are used to facilitate movement to and 
from breeding habitats or summer and winter 
ranges.  Examples include travel corridors that 
are used by frogs and salamanders moving to 
and from seasonal wetlands for breeding, or 
by big-game during movements between 
summer and winter ranges”  (WDFW letter, 
July 1994).  Generally, the Clark County Open 
Space Commission and other groups have 
recognized the importance of maintaining 
interconnected systems of habitat and open 
space lands, particularly river and stream 
corridors, to enhance seasonal migrations and 
the general movement of wildlife populations. 
 
WDFW Management Guidelines for Priority 
Habitats also emphasize the importance of 
interconnected systems of riparian habitat for 
purposes migration—especially in rapidly 
developing areas.  The guidelines state: “The 
importance of riparian areas as travel 
corridors and routes for dispersion is 
amplified in developed or fragmented 
landscapes because alternative overland travel 
routes are often unavailable, discontinuous, or 
life endangering (Carleton and Taylor 1983, 
Blake 1986).  Dispersing juveniles or adults of 
some species are prone to predation while 
traveling through open areas.  In highly 
developed landscapes, riparian corridors 
provide essential connections between 
isolated natural areas” (Knutson and Naef, 
Management Recommendations for 
Washington’s Priority Habitats) 
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TABLE E-1: PRIORITY HABITATS 
Habitat Type Priority Area 

Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 0.8 ha (2 acres). Aspen Stands 
Criteria: High fish and wildlife species diversity, limited availability, high vulnerability to 
habitat alteration. 
A naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, or system of interconnected passages (including 
associated dendritic tubes, cracks, and fissures) which occurs under the earth in soils, rock, 
ice, or other geological formations, and is large enough to contain a human. Mine shafts may 
mimic caves, and those abandoned mine shafts with actual or suspected occurrences of 
priority species should be treated in a manner similar to caves. A mine is a man-made 
excavation in the earth usually used to extract minerals. 

Caves 

Criteria: Comparatively high wildlife density, important wildlife breeding habitat and 
seasonal ranges, limited availability, vulnerable to human disturbance, dependent species. 
Greater than 7.6 m (25 ft) high and occurring below 1524 m (5000 ft). Cliffs 
Criteria: Significant wildlife breeding habitat, limited availability, dependent species. 

Estuary, Estuary-
like 

Deepwater tidal habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands, usually semi-enclosed by land but with 
open, partly obstructed or sporadic access to the open ocean, and in which ocean water is at 
least occasionally diluted by freshwater runoff from the land. The salinity may be 
periodically increased above that of the open ocean by evaporation. Along some low-energy 
coastlines there is appreciable dilution of sea water. Estuarine habitat extends upstream and 
landward to where ocean-derived salts measure less than 0.5% during the period of average 
annual low flow. Includes both estuaries and lagoons. 

  Criteria: High fish and wildlife density and species diversity, important breeding habitat, 
important fish and wildlife seasonal ranges and movement corridors, limited availability, 
high vulnerability to habitat alteration. 

Freshwater 
Wetlands and 
Fresh Deepwater 

Wetlands: Lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is 
usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. Wetlands must have 
one or more of the following attributes: the land supports, at least periodically, 
predominantly hydrophytic plants; substrate is predominantly undrained hydric soils; and/or 
the substrate is nonsoil and is saturated with water or covered by shallow water at some time 
during the growing season of each year. 

  Deepwater habitats: Permanently flooded lands lying below the deepwater boundary of 
wetlands. Deepwater habitats include environments where surface water is permanent and 
often deep, so that water, rather than air, is the principal medium within which the 
dominant organisms live. The dominant plants are hydrophytes; however, the substrates are 
considered nonsoil because the water is too deep to support emergent vegetation. These 
habitats include all underwater structures and features (e.g., woody debris, rock piles, 
caverns). 

  Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, 
important fish and wildlife breeding habitat, important fish and wildlife seasonal ranges, 
limited availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration. 
The combination of physical, biological, and chemical processes and conditions that interact 
to provide functional life history requirements for instream fish and invertebrate resources. 

Instream 

Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density and species diversity, important fish 
and wildlife seasonal ranges, limited availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, 
dependent species. 
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TABLE E-1 (CONT.): PRIORITY HABITATS 
Habitat Type Priority Area 
Juniper Savannah All juniper woodlands. 
 Criteria: High fish and wildlife species diversity, important fish and wildlife breeding habitat 

and seasonal ranges, limited availability. 
Marine/Estuarine 
Shorelines 

Shorelines include the intertidal and subtidal zones of beaches, and may also include the 
backshore and adjacent components of the terrestrial landscape (e.g., cliffs, snags, mature 
trees, dunes, meadows) that are important to shoreline associated fish and wildlife and that 
contribute to shoreline function (e.g., sand/rock/log recruitment, nutrient contribution, 
erosion control). 

  Consolidated Substrate: Rocky outcroppings in the intertidal and subtidal marine/estuarine 
environment consisting of rocks greater that 25 cm (10 in) diameter, hardpan, and/or 
bedrock. 

  Unconsolidated Substrate: Substrata in the intertidal and subtidal marine environment 
consisting of rocks less than 25 cm (10 in) diameter, gravel, shell, sand, and/or mud. 

  Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, 
important fish and wildlife seasonal ranges, limited availability, high vulnerability to habitat 
alteration, dependent species. 

Old-
growth/Mature 
Forests 

Old-growth west of Cascade crest: Stands of at least 2 tree species, forming a multi-layered 
canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 20 trees/ha (8 trees/acre) > 81 cm (32 
in) dbh or > 200 years of age; and > 10 snags/ha (4 snags/acre) over 51 cm (20 in) diameter 
and 4.6 m (15 ft) tall; with numerous downed logs, including 10 logs/ha (4 logs/acre) > 61 
cm (24 in) diameter and > 15 m (50 ft) long. High elevation stands (> 762m [2500ft]) may 
have lesser dbh [> 76 cm (30 in)], fewer snags [> 0.6/ha (1.5/acre)], and fewer large 
downed logs [0.8 logs/ha (2 logs/acre) that are > 61 cm (24 in) diameter and > 15 m (50 ft) 
long]. 

  Old-growth east of Cascade crest: Stands are highly variable in tree species composition and 
structural characteristics due to the influence of fire, climate, and soils. In general, stands 
will be >150 years of age, with 25 trees/ha (10 trees/acre )> 53 cm (21 in) dbh, and 2.5-7.5 
snags/ha (1 - 3 snags/acre) > 30-35 cm (12-14 in) diameter. Downed logs may vary from 
abundant to absent. Canopies may be single or multi-layered. Evidence of human-caused 
alterations to the stand will be absent or so slight as to not affect the ecosystem's essential 
structures and functions. 

  Mature forests: Stands with average diameters exceeding 53 cm (21 in) dbh; crown cover 
may be less that 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and quantity of large downed 
material is generally less than that found in old-growth; 80 - 200 years old west and 80 - 160 
years old east of the Cascade crest. 

  Criteria: High fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, important fish 
and wildlife breeding habitat, important fish and wildlife seasonal ranges, limited and 
declining availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration. 

Oregon White 
Oak Woodlands 

Stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations where canopy coverage of the oak 
component of the stand is 25%; or where total canopy coverage of the stand is <25%, but 
oak accounts for at least 50% of the canopy coverage present. The latter is often referred to 
as oak savanna. In non-urbanized areas west of the Cascades, priority oak habitat consists of 
stands > 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) in size. East of the Cascades, priority oak habitat consists of stands 
> 2 ha (5 ac) in size. In urban or urbanizing areas, single oaks or stands < 0.4 ha (1 ac) may 
also be considered a priority when found to be particularly valuable to fish and wildlife. 

  Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, 
limited and declining availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, dependent species. 
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TABLE E-1 (CONT.): PRIORITY HABITATS 
Habitat Type Priority Area 
Prairies and 
Steppe 

Relatively undisturbed areas (as indicated by dominance of native plants) where grasses 
and/or forbs form the natural climax plant community. 

  Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, 
important fish and wildlife breeding habitat, important fish and wildlife seasonal ranges, 
limited and declining availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, unique and 
dependent species. 
The area adjacent to aquatic systems with flowing water that contains elements of both 
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence each other. In riparian systems, 
the vegetation, water tables, soils, microclimate, and wildlife inhabitants of terrestrial 
ecosystems are influenced by perennial or intermittent water. Simultaneously, the biological 
and physical properties of the aquatic ecosystems are influenced by adjacent vegetation, 
nutrient and sediment loading, terrestrial wildlife, as well as organic and inorganic debris. 
Riparian habitat encompasses the area beginning at the ordinary high water mark and 
extends to that portion of the terrestrial landscape that is influenced by, or that directly 
influences, the aquatic ecosystem. Riparian habitat includes the entire extent of the 
floodplain and riparian areas of wetlands that are directly connected to stream courses. 

Riparian 

Criteria: High fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, important fish 
and wildlife breeding habitat, important wildlife seasonal ranges, important fish and wildlife 
movement corridors, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, unique or dependent species. 

Rural Natural 
Open Space 

A priority species resides within or is adjacent to the open space and uses it for breeding or 
regular feeding; and/or the open space functions as a corridor connecting other priority 
habitats, especially areas that would otherwise be isolated; and/or the open space is an 
isolated remnant of natural habitat larger than 4 ha (10 acres) and surrounded by agricultural 
developments. Local consideration may be given to open space areas smaller than 4 ha (10 
acres). 

  Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, 
important fish and wildlife breeding habitat, important fish and wildlife seasonal ranges, 
important fish and wildlife movement corridors, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, 
unique species assemblages in agricultural areas. 

Shrub-steppe Large Tracts: Tracts of land >259 ha (640 ac) consisting of plant communities with one or 
more layers of perennial grasses and a conspicuous but discontinuous layer of shrubs. Large 
tracts of shrub-steppe contribute to the overall continuity of the habitat type throughout the 
region because they are relatively unfragmented, contain a substantial amount of interior 
habitat, and are in close proximity to other tracts of shrub-steppe. These tracts should 
contain a variety of habitat features (e.g., variety of topography, riparian areas, canyons, 
habitat edges, plant communities). Another important component is habitat quality based on 
the degree with which a tract resembles a site potential natural community, which may 
include factors such as soil condition and degree of erosion; and distribution, coverage, and 
vigor of native shrubs, forbs, grasses, and cryptogams. 

 

Small Tracts: Tracts of land <259 ha (640 ac) with a habitat type consisting of plant 
communities with one or more layers of perennial grasses and a conspicuous but 
discontinuous layer of shrubs. Although smaller in size and possibly more isolated from 
other tracts of shrub-steppe these areas are still important to shrub-steppe obligate and 
other state-listed wildlife species. Also, important are the variety of habitat features and 
habitat quality aspects as listed above. 

 
Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density and species diversity; important fish 
and wildlife breeding habitat and seasonal ranges, limited availability, high vulnerability to 
habitat alteration, unique and dependent species. 
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TABLE E-1 (CONT.): PRIORITY HABITATS 
Habitat Type Priority Area 

Snags and logs occur within a variety of habitat types that support trees. Trees are 
considered snags if they are dead or dying and exhibit sufficient decay characteristics to 
enable cavity excavation/use by wildlife. Priority snags have a diameter at breast height of > 
51 cm (20 in) in western Washington and > 30 cm (12 in) in eastern Washington, and are > 
2 m (6.5 ft) in height. Priority logs are > 30 cm (12 in) in diameter at the largest end, and > 6 
m (20 ft) long. Abundant snags and logs can be found in old-growth and mature forests or 
unmanaged forests of any age, in damaged, burned, or diseased forests, and in riparian areas. 
Priority snag and log habitat includes individual snags and/or logs, or groups of snags 
and/or logs of exceptional value to wildlife due to their scarcity or location in a particular 
landscape. Areas with abundant, well distributed snags and logs are also considered priority 
snag and log habitat. Examples include large, sturdy snags adjacent to open water and 
remnant snags in developed or urbanized areas. 

Snags and Logs 

Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density and species diversity, important fish 
and wildlife breeding habitat and seasonal ranges, limited availability, high vulnerability to 
habitat alteration, large number of cavity-dependent species. 
Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.15 - 2.0 m (0.5 - 6.5 ft), 
composed of basalt, andesite, and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap slides and mine 
tailings. May be associated with cliffs. 

Talus 

Criteria: Limited availability, unique and dependent species, high vulnerability to habitat 
alteration. 

Urban Natural 
Open Space 

A priority species resides within or is adjacent to the open space and uses it for breeding 
and/or regular feeding; and/or the open space functions as a corridor connecting other 
priority habitats, especially those that would otherwise be isolated; and/or the open space is 
an isolated remnant of natural habitat larger than 4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban 
development. Local considerations may be given to open space areas smaller than 4 ha (10 
acres). 

  Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, 
important fish and wildlife breeding habitat, important fish and wildlife movement 
corridors, limited availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration. 
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TABLE E-3: PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES  

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

FISH 
Lamprey (Petromyzontidae) 
River lamprey Lampetra ayresi 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Sturgeon (Acipenseridae) 
Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris   2 3 Food fish Any occurrence 
White sturgeon Acipenser 

transmontanus 
  2 3 Food fish Any occurrence 

Mudminnows (Umbridae) 
Olympic mudminnow Novumbra hubbsi 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Minnows (Cyprinidae) 
Lake chub Couesius plumbeus 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Leopard dace Rhinichthys falcatus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Suckers (Catostomidae) 
Mountain sucker Catostomus 

platyrhynchus 
1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Catfishes (Ictaluridae) 
Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus     3 Game Any occurrence 
Smelt (Osmeridae) 

 

TABLE E-2: PRIORITY INVERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

ARTHROPODS 
Beetles (Coleoptera) 
Columbia River tiger beetle Cicindela columbica 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Butterflies (Lepidoptera) 
Chinquapin (Golden) 
hairstreak 

Habrodais grunus 
herri 

1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Johnson's hairstreak Mitoura johnsoni 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Juniper hairstreak Mitoura grynea barryi 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Mardon skipper Polites mardon 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Valley silverspot Speyeria zerene 
bremnerii 

1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Whulge checkerspot Euphydryas editha 
taylori 

1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 
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TABLE E-3 (CONT.): PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES  
COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 

NAME 
SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Eulachon Thaleichthys pacificus 1 2 3 State Listed or 
Candidate Species; 
Food fish 

Regular 
concentrations 

Trout, Salmon, & Whitefishes (Salmonidae) 
Bull trout/Dolly Varden Salvelinus 

confluentis/S. malma 
1 2 3 State Listed or 

Candidate Species; 
Game 

Any occurrence 

Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus 
tschawytscha 

1 2 3 State Listed or 
Candidate Species; 
Food fish 

Any occurrence 

Chum salmon Oncorhynchus keta 1 2 3 State Listed or 
Candidate Species; 
Food fish 

Any occurrence 

Coastal resident/Searun 
cutthroat 

Oncorhynchus clarki 
clarki 

    3 Game Any occurrence 

Coho salmon Oncorhynchus kisutch   2 3 Food fish Any occurrence 
Kokanee Oncorhynchus nerka     3 Game Any occurrence 
Pink salmon Oncorhynchus 

gorbuscha 
  2 3 Food fish Any occurrence 

Pygmy whitefish Prosopium coulteri 1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Rainbow trout/Steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss 1   3 State Listed or 
Candidate Species; 
Game 

Any occurrence 

Sockeye salmon Oncorhynchus nerka 1 2 3 State Listed or 
Candidate Species; 
Food fish 

Any occurrence 

Westslope cutthroat Oncorhynchus clarki 
lewisi 

    3 Game Any occurrence 

Sunfishes (Centrarchidae) 
Largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides     3 Game Any occurrence 
Smallmouth bass Micropterus dolomieui     3 Game Any occurrence 
Perches (Percidae) 
Walleye Stizostedion vitreum     3 Game Any occurrence 
AMPHIBIANS 
Frogs (Anura) 
Northern leopard frog Rana pipiens 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Oregon spotted frog Rana pretiosa 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Western toad Bufo boreas 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 
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TABLE E-3 (CONT.): PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Salamanders (Caudata) 
Cascades torrent 
salamander 

Rhyacotriton cascadae 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Columbia torrent 
salamander 

Rhyacotriton kezeri 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Dunn's salamander Plethodon dunni 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Larch Mountain salamander Plethodon larselli 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Van Dyke's salamander Plethodon vandykei 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

REPTILES 
Snakes (Squamata) 
California mountain 
kingsnake 

Lampropeltis zonata 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Sharptail snake Contia tenuis  1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Turtles (Testudines) 
Western pond turtle Clemmys marmorata 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

BIRDS 
Marine Birds 
American white pelican Pelecanus 

erythrorhynchos 
1 2   State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Breeding areas; 
regular and regular 
large 
concentrations 

Brandt's cormorant Phalacrocorax 
penicillatus 

1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas; 
regular and regular 
large 
concentrations 

Brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis 1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Regular 
concentrations in 
foraging and 
resting areas 

Cassin's auklet Ptychoramphus 
aleuticus 

1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas 

Common loon Gavia immer 1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding sites, 
regular and regular 
large 
concentrations 

Common murre Uria aalge 1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas, 
regular &  regular 
large 
concentrations 
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TABLE E-3 (CONT.): PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Eastern Washington 
breeding: Terns 

    2     Breeding areas 

Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus 
marmoratus 

1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence in 
suitable habitat 
during breeding 
season; regular and 
regular large 
concentrations 

Short-tailed albatross Phoebastria albatrus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Tufted puffin Fratercula cirrhata 1 2 3 State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Regular 
concentrations; 
breeding areas 

Herons (Ciconiiformes) 
Black-crowned night heron Nycticorax nycticorax   2     Breeding areas 
Great blue heron Ardea herodias   2     Breeding areas 
Waterfowl (Anseriformes) 
Aleutian Canada goose Branta canadensis 

leucopareia 
1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Regular 
concentrations 

Barrow's goldeneye Bucephala islandica     3 Game Breeding areas 
Bufflehead  Bucephala albeola     3 Game Breeding areas 
Common goldeneye Bucephala clangula     3 Game Breeding areas 
Harlequin duck Histrionicus 

histrionicus 
  2 3 Game Breeding areas, 

regular and regular 
large 
concentrations in 
saltwater 

Hooded merganser Lophodytes cucullatus     3 Game Breeding areas 
Trumpeter swan Cygnus buccinator   2 3 Game Regular and regular 

large 
concentrations 

Tundra swan Cygnus columbianus   2 3 Game Regular and regular 
large 
concentrations 

Waterfowl concentrations     2 3 Game Significant 
breeding areas and 
regular large 
concentrations in 
winter 

Western Washington 
nonbreeding concentrations 
of Barrow's goldeneye 

Bucephala islandica   2 3 Game Regular large 
concentrations 
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TABLE E-3 (CONT.): PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Western Washington 
nonbreeding concentrations 
of Bufflehead 

Bucephala albeola   2 3 Game Regular large 
concentrations 

Western Washington 
nonbreeding concentrations 
of Common goldeneye 

Bucephala clangula   2 3 Game Regular large 
concentrations 

Wood duck Aix sponsa     3 Game Breeding areas 
Hawks, Falcons, Eagles (Falconiformes) 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Breeding areas, 
communal roosts, 
regular and regular 
large 
concentrations, 
regularly-used 
perch trees in 
breeding areas 

Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding and 
foraging areas 

Merlin Falco columbarius 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding sites 

Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas, 
including alternate 
nest sites, post-
fledging foraging 
areas 

Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas, 
regular 
occurrences, hack 
sites 

Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus     3   Breeding areas 
 

Upland Game Birds (Galliformes) 
Blue grouse Dendragapus obscurus     3 Game Breeding areas, 

regular 
concentrations 

Chukar Alectoris chukar     3 Game Regular and regular 
large 
concentrations in 
WDFW's Primary 
Management 
Zones for chukar 

Mountain quail Oreortyx pictus     3 Game Any occurrence 
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TABLE E-3 (CONT.): PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Wild turkey Meleagris gallopavo     3 Game Regular and regular 
large 
concentrations and 
roosts in WDFW's 
Primary 
Management 
Zones for wild 
turkeys 

Cranes (Gruiformes) 
Sandhill crane Grus canadensis 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Breeding areas, 
regular large 
concentrations, 
migration staging 
areas 

Shorebirds (Charadriiformes) 
Western Washington 
nonbreeding concentrations 
of: Charadriidae 

    2     Regular large 
concentrations 

Western Washington 
nonbreeding concentrations 
of: Phalaropodidae 

    2     Regular large 
concentrations 

Western Washington 
nonbreeding concentrations 
of: Scolopacidae 

    2     Regular large 
concentrations 

Pigeons (Columbiformes) 
Band-tailed pigeon Columba fasciata     3 Game Breeding areas, 

regular 
concentrations, 
occupied mineral 
springs 

Cuckoos (Cuculiformes) 
Owls (Strigiformes) 
Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Breeding areas, 
foraging areas, 
regular 
concentrations 

Spotted owl Strix occidentalis 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Swifts (Apodiformes) 
Vaux's swift Chaetura vauxi 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Breeding areas, 
communal roosts 

Woodpeckers (Piciformes) 
Black-backed woodpecker Picoides arcticus 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Breeding areas and 
regular occurrences
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TABLE E-3: PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Lewis' woodpecker Melanerpes lewis 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas 

Pileated woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas 

White-headed woodpecker Picoides albolarvatus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding sites, 
regular occurrences

Perching Birds (Passeriformes) 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Regular 
occurrences in 
breeding areas, 
regular and regular 
large 
concentrations 

Oregon vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus 
affinis 

1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Purple martin Progne subis 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas, 
including used 
artificial nest 
features, feeding 
areas 

Sage thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Breeding areas, 
regular occurrences 
in suitable habitat 
during breeding 
season 

Slender-billed, white-
breasted nuthatch 

Sitta carolinensis 
aculeata 

      State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Streaked, horned lark Eremophila alpestris 
strigata 

      State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

MAMMALS 
Bats (Chiroptera) 
Roosting concentrations of: 
Big brown bat 

Eptesicus fuscus   2     Regular large 
concentrations in 
naturally occurring 
breeding areas and 
other communal 
roosts 

Roosting concentrations of: 
Myotis bats 

Myotis spp.   2     Regular large 
concentrations in 
naturally occurring 
breeding areas and 
other communal 
roosts 
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TABLE E-3: PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Roosting concentrations of: 
Pallid bat 

Antrozous pallidus   2     Regular large 
concentrations in 
naturally occurring 
breeding areas and 
other communal 
roosts 

Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Rodents (Rodentia) 
Brush Prairie pocket gopher Thomomys talpoides 

douglasi 
1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Gray-tailed vole Microtus canicaudus 1 2   State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Western gray squirrel Sciurus griseus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Western pocket gopher Thomomys mazama 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Terrestrial Carnivores (Carnivora) 
Fisher Martes pennanti 1     State Listed or 

Candidate Species 
Any occurrence 

Gray wolf Canis lupus  1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Marten Martes americana     3 Game Regular 
occurrences 

Mink Mustela vison     3 Game Regular 
occurrences 

Wolverine Gulo gulo 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 

Marine Mammals (Cetacea and Carnivora) 
Harbor seal Phoca vitulina   2     Haulout areas 
Big Game Ungulates (Artiodactyla) 
Columbian black-tailed deer Odocoileus hemionus 

columbianus 
    3 Game Regular and regular 

large 
concentrations, 
migration corridors

Columbian white-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus 
leucurus 

1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Regular and regular 
large 
concentrations 

Mountain goat Oreamnos americanus     3 Game Breeding areas, 
regular 
concentrations 

Rocky Mountain elk Cervus elaphus nelsoni     3 Game Calving areas, 
migration 
corridors, and large 
concentrations in 
winter 
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TABLE E-3: PRIORITY VERTEBRATE SPECIES 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC 
NAME 

SPECIES 
CRITERIA 

WASHINGTON 
STATUS PRIORITY AREA 

Rocky Mountain mule deer Odocoileus hemionus 
hemionus 

    3 Game Breeding areas, 
migration 
corridors, regular 
and regular large 
concentrations in 
winter 

Roosevelt elk Cervus elaphus 
roosevelti 

    3 Game Calving areas, 
migration 
corridors, regular 
and regular large 
concentrations in 
winter, regular 
large 
concentrations in 
foraging areas 
along coastal 
waters 

Woodland caribou Rangifer tarandus 1     State Listed or 
Candidate Species 

Any occurrence 
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CRITICAL HABITAT AREA 
GUIDELINES 
 
Various state and federal laws require local 
governments to designate and regulate critical 
areas and sensitive lands, including fish and 
wildlife habitat, wetlands, shorelines, and to 
protect threatened and endangered fish and 
wildlife species and their habitats.  These laws 
include the Washington State Growth 
Management Act(GMA), Shorelines 
Management Act (SMA), and federal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA).  In Clark 
County and the City of Vancouver, the list of 
lower Columbia steelhead, bull trout, and 
Chinook and chum salmon as threatened 
species under the federal ESA has magnified 
the need to protect critical habitats and to 
avoid actions that lead to a “take” of these 
species.   
 
While the GMA and SMA require local 
jurisdictions to adopt regulations that protect 
critical areas and shorelines, the GMA and 
SMA also encourage local governments to 
provide recreation opportunities and facilities 
including public access to shorelines of the 
state.  Moreover, many recreation activities 
either depend on or are enhanced by 
proximity to water.  While the need to protect 
critical areas and the goal to provide water-
oriented recreation opportunities are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive, local parks and 
recreation departments must resolve issues 
related to the location and design of 
recreation facilities and protection of critical 
habitats.  Increasingly, parks and recreation 
departments must resolve issues related to the 
location and design of recreation facilities and 
the need to protect critical areas, including 
habitat that supports threatened fish 
populations.   
 

A separate guidebook has been developed to 
summarize key legislation that requires local 
agencies to designate and protect critical 
habitats and to identify various management 
tools and guidelines that may help with the 
design and placement of parks and recreation 
facilities while protecting critical areas and 
shorelines.  The location and design guidelines 
sections of this document has been included 
in this appendix to provide direction to staff 
until local, state, and federal legislation 
provides greater guidance and direction 
specific to the protection and restoration of 
sensitive areas.   
 

GENERAL GUIDELINES 
1. Use WDFW Riparian Habitat Area (RHA) 

standards as a guide for protecting, 
locating, and master planning parks and 
facilities.  

2. Use the evaluation criteria and policies 
that have been adopted by the City of 
Vancouver in VMC 21.07.030 (SEPA 
Ordinance) that provide development 
guidelines for protecting ESA listed 
salmon and steelhead species.  These 
include: 

• Avoid inappropriate areas such as 
unstable slopes, wetlands, areas of 
high habitat value, and similarly 
constrained sites.  

• Avoid stream crossing, whether by 
roads, utilities, or other linear 
development, wherever possible and, 
where crossing must be provided, 
minimize impacts.  

• Protect wetlands, wetland buffers, and 
wetland function, including isolated 
wetlands. 

• Adequately protect historic stream 
meander patterns and channel 
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migration zones and avoid hardening 
stream banks and shorelines. 

• Protect riparian areas well enough to 
attain and maintain properly 
functioning conditions for salmonid 
habitat around rivers, estuaries, 
streams, lakes, deepwater habitats, and 
intermittent streams.  

3. Use the National Marine Fisheries Service 
project review guidelines to help evaluate 
projects.  

4. Coordinate park design activities with the 
County and City ESA offices to help 
evaluation ESA impacts and issues.  

5. Encourage the IAC or other appropriate 
agency to sponsor a task force to help 
develop guidelines for the location and 
design of recreation facilities that will 
meet the multiple goals of the GMA and 
SMA and to meet ESA requirements 

 
URBAN PARKS 
6. Locate urban parks outside designated 

critical areas, or, where sites include 
critical areas, acquire enough land to meet 
urban park development needs without 
having to intrude into the designated 
critical areas.  

7. Meet the need for water-oriented 
recreation facilities by improving or 
expanding existing sites wehre possible.  

8. Avoid locating new water access facilities 
in areas that are ecologically in tact or 
minimally degraded.  

9. Place new water-depended or water-
enhanced recreation facilities in areas that 
will have lesser impacts on riparian and 
stream habitat.  Preferred locations might 
include sites with stable soils, currently 
degraded or developed sites, sites with no 
occurrences of priority species or where 

priority species can be adequately 
protected, sites vulnerable to intensive 
development if not use for recreation.  

10. Locate non-water-dependent facilities 
outside of riparian habitat areas.  

11. Limit the development of high-impact 
recreation facilities in riparian areas.  

12. Coordinate with Clark County and other 
jurisdictions in the design, location, and 
development of water-dependent and 
water-enhanced recreation facilities to 
meet recreation needs while minimizing 
impacts to sensitive habitat.  

13. Retain native vegetation, downed logs, 
snags, rock outcroppings, and other 
natural features at all parks and recreation 
facilities, allowing for exceptions for 
safety reasons based on site-specific 
conditions and evaluations. 

14. Include in site plans and cost estimates 
provisions to restore and enhance riparian 
areas and wetlands where native 
vegetation has been removed and/or 
other disturbances have impacted habitat 
conditions. 

 
TRAILS 
15. Where trail corridors are planned to 

parallel creeks and streams, acquire, where 
possible, sufficient land to locate trails 
outside designated critical areas.  

16. Develop trail systems to minimize impacts 
to riparian areas, using the following 
guidelines: 

• Locate trails, and especially heavy-
impact trails, outside riparian habitat 
areas for most of their length.  

• Use loops or perpendicular side trails 
for viewing or stream access. 
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• Minimize the number of stream 
crossings. 

• Located crossings perpendicular to 
streams.  

• Design stream crossings and contact 
points to minimize disturbance to 
banks, streambeds, and other 
sediment-producing conditions. 

17. Locate trailhead parking and other non-
water-dependent support facilities outside 
riparian areas.  

18. Where trails enter designated critical areas, 
use as preferred options previous surfaces, 
boardwalks, and other design features that 
minimize impact to sensitive habitat and 
properly functioning conditions.  

EDUCATION AND COORDINATION 
19. Increase public education and programs 

to help increase understanding of the 
importance of critical areas.  Incorporate 
public education elements in specific site 
plans where appropriate.  

20. Place high priority on the acquisition and 
preservation of habitat and greenway 
systems within urban areas.  

21. Coordinate acquisition and preservation 
programs with other agencies to support 
the protection of interconnected wildlife 
habitat.  
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APPENDIX F: RELEVANT 
POLICIES  
 
The following policies have been adopted in 
previous plans and are included here for 
reference. 
 

PLANS ADOPTED IN REFERENCE 
 
This plan adopts the recommendations of the 
following adopted plans in reference. 

• 2006 Regional Trails & Bikeways System Plan 

• 2005 City of Vancouver Canopy Report 
• 2004 ED Hovee Sports Field Needs 

Assessment 
• 2003-06 Vancouver Urban Forestry Work 

Plan 

• 2003 Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan 

• 2000 Vancouver Recreation Program & Cost 
Recovery Plan 

• 1999 Vancouver-Clark Facilities & Services 
Strategic Plan 

• 1998 Clark County Sports Fields Master Plan 

• 1992 Clark County Open Space Commission 
Report 

 

STATE POLICIES 
 
WASHINGTON STATE GROWTH 

MANAGEMENT ACT 
With the adoption of the Growth 
Management Act in 1990, the Washington 
State Legislature prescribed land use planning 
guidelines for selected cities and counties in 
the state, including Clark County and the city 
of Vancouver. The Legislature identified 13 
planning goals to guide the development of 

comprehensive plans and development 
regulations (now codified in Chapter 36.70A 
of the Revised Code of Washington). Three 
of these goals directly affect the development 
and implementation of this plan.  
RCW 36.70A.020(9) covers parks, recreation, 
and open space: 

“Encourage the retention of open space and 
development of recreational opportunities, conserve fish 
and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural resource 
lands and water, and develop parks.” 
RCW 36.70A.020(10) covers the environment: 

“Protect the environment and enhance the state’s high 
quality of life, including air and water quality, and the 
availability of water.” 
RCW 36.70A.020(13) covers historic 
preservation: 

“Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, 
and structures, that have historical or archeological 
significance.” 
 
The state of Washington has two significant 
programs that are implemented through 
counties and cities: the State Environmental 
Policy Act and the Shoreline Management 
Act. These programs provide goals and 
priorities that are used in developing this 
master plan. 
 
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

(SEPA) 
The State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 
43.21C) was established “to use all practicable 
means and measures, including financial and 
technical assistance, in a manner calculated to: 
(a) Foster and promote the general welfare; 
(b) to create and maintain conditions under 
which man and nature can exist in productive 
harmony; and (c) fulfill the social, economic, 
and other requirements of present and future 
generations of Washington citizens.” State 
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agencies and local jurisdictions implement 
SEPA under seven goals: 

1. Fulfill the responsibilities of each 
generation as trustee of the environment 
for succeeding generations; 

2. Assure for all people of Washington safe, 
healthful, productive, and aesthetically and 
culturally pleasing surroundings; 

3. Attain the widest range of beneficial uses 
of the environment without degradation, 
risk to health or safety, or other 
undesirable and unintended consequences; 

4. Preserve important historic, cultural, and 
natural aspects of our national heritage; 

5. Maintain, wherever possible, an 
environment which supports diversity and 
variety of individual choice; 

6. Achieve a balance between population 
and resource use which will permit high 
standards of living and a wide sharing of 
life's amenities; and 

7. Enhance the quality of renewable 
resources and approach the maximum 
attainable recycling of depletable 
resources. 

 
SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT (SMA) 
The Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58) 
establishes seven priorities for management of 
shorelines of state-wide significance. These 
priorities are used in developing local master 
programs for shorelines of state-wide 
significance: 

• Recognize and protect the state-wide 
interest over local interest; 

• Preserve the natural character of the 
shoreline; 

• Result in long term over short term 
benefit; 

• Protect the resources and ecology of the 
shoreline; 

• Increase public access to publicly owned 
areas of the shorelines; 

• Increase recreational opportunities for the 
public in the shoreline; 

• Provide for any other element as defined 
in Shoreline Management Act deemed 
appropriate or necessary. 

 

URBAN PARK SYSTEM 
 
PLANNING 
• Conduct comprehensive, long-term 

planning for parks, trails/bikeways, 
open space, wildlife areas, and 
recreation services that assures adequate 
open space and park land is available for 
current and future needs. 

• Develop and maintain a plan that assists 
the city and county in obtaining funds 
for sound capital improvements, 
maintenance and operational support. 

 
LAND ACQUISITION 
• Encourage the donation of lands that 

further the goals of the comprehensive 
parks plan, have acceptable maintenance 
and management costs, and are not well 
suited for placement in a land trust. 

 
MAINTENANCE 
• Provide a park, recreation and open 

space system that is efficient to 
administer and maintain. 

 
FUNDING 
• Review and update park impact fees 

every two years to ensure consistency 
with changing land values. Adjust the 
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cost adjustment factor, when needed, 
based on changes to earmarked or 
proratable revenues for the urban park 
system. 

• Utilize available resources to implement 
the plan, including impact fees as a 
source of funding for capital projects 
directly attributable to new 
development. Other sources to be 
pursued include federal and state 
funding, trust funds, dedicated taxes, 
local improvement districts, donations, 
and user fees. 

• Consider alternatives in governmental 
structure and funding for providing park 
and recreation services, including the 
creation of special-purpose districts, 
such as a park and recreation district or 
a metropolitan park district. 

 
PARTNERSHIPS & COORDINATION 
• Coordinate the delivery of park and 

open space services with other 
government agencies, towns and cities, 
private nonprofits, and other partner 
organizations to maximize opportunities 
and efficiencies. 

• Coordinate park and open space 
acquisition, planning, and management 
with other county and city departments 
and programs to maximize efficiency. 

• Encourage and work with school 
districts to allow for shared access of 
facilities for recreational and other 
public purposes. 

• Respond to public interest by working 
with communities, sports associations, 
and special and general interest groups 
to provide public park and recreation 
facilities that the county could not 
provide alone. 

• Coordinate park and open space 
activities with Metro, Lower Columbia 
River Estuary Program, and other 
appropriate jurisdictions in Oregon to 
promote bi-state planning and funding 
efforts. 

• Establish a process for continuing 
communication and cooperation 
between service providers to ensure 
delivery of effective and efficient 
services. 

• Give special attention to new and 
existing school sites to accommodate 
neighborhood recreation needs, 
including evening and weekend 
recreational opportunities, through 
shared resources, acquisitions, site 
redesign, and enhancements. 

• Provide countywide recreation 
opportunities through community 
school programs and through 
sponsorship of special events, festivals, 
community celebrations, education, 
environmental, interpretation, camping, 
and recreation activities. 

 
HISTORIC & CULTURAL RESOURCES 
• Incorporate historically significant sites 

into the park, recreation and open space 
system for the promotion of tourism 
and major regional and cultural events. 

• Give special consideration to 
archaeological resources, unique sites, 
water quality and habitat protection, and 
views and vistas when acquiring or 
otherwise protecting open 
space/parklands and recreational 
facilities. 

 
ACCESSIBILITY 
• Provide a balanced park and recreation 

system available to all segments of the 
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community, serving varying 
geographical differences, regardless of 
ability. Individuals and groups should be 
able to use and be encouraged to use all 
programs and facilities. 

• Cooperate with other municipalities, 
state and federal agencies, school 
districts, nonprofit organizations, and 
the private sector in fulfilling the 
recreational and open space needs of the 
urban area, where possible, in 
conformance with standards adopted in 
the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
• Insure public participation in the 

management of park and recreation 
services through appointment of a 
citizen advisory group and through 
citizen-based, project-specific task 
forces. 

 

REGIONAL PARKS 
 
PLANNING 
• Plan, acquire, develop, and maintain 

throughout Clark County a system of 
regional parks that provides a broad 
range of recreational opportunities and 
access to natural resources. 

• Provide a system of regional park 
facilities that meets adopted standards 
and that serves a countywide 
population. 

 
LAND ACQUISITION 
• Give preference to acquisitions that 

meet one or more of the following: 1. 
Adjacent to other public ownerships, 
when possible; 2. Contains unique 
natural features; 3. Contains features of 
cultural, archeological, or historical 

significance; 4. Located near population 
centers; 5. Is a threatened resource; 6. 
Provides opportunities for joint funding, 
use, ownership, and management; 7. 
Provides opportunities to take 
advantage of special conditions that 
arise (e.g., land donations); 8. Is 
identified as a priority in the parks, 
trails, open space, or wildlife habitat 
elements of the comprehensive parks 
and recreation plan. 

• Acquire adequate land and resources to 
support the intended recreational 
and/or open space uses of a site, 
allowing adjacent private property 
owners to continue permitted land uses. 

• Acquire regional park sites that are 
accessible by public transportation; if 
public transportation is not available, 
request that services be provided to the 
site. 

 
DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT 
• Develop a master plan for each regional 

park facility before committing to any 
major use of the site. 

• Design and develop all regional facilities 
through a public master planning 
process that considers the following: 1. 
The standards and definitions in this 
plan; 2. Cost-efficient maintenance; 3. 
Resource protection; 4. User safety; 5. 
Sensitivity to adjacent land uses 
(including noise, traffic, lighting); 6. 
Compatible multiple purposes and use, 
when appropriate; and 7. Americans 
with Disabilities Act. 

 
MANAGEMENT & OPERATIONS 
• Establish and implement effective 

management practices for: 1. Resource 
protection (wildlife, fisheries, habitat); 2. 
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Quality recreational experience; 3. 
Public safety; and 4. Cost efficiency. 

• Manage natural resources wisely by 
preserving and restoring natural areas 
while providing for appropriate public 
access and education opportunities. 

• Maintain the county's parks at a level 
that keeps all facilities safe, sanitary, and 
open for public use, and that protects 
the county's capital investment. 

• Manage publicly owned land adjacent to 
resource land using practices that do not 
interfere with continued use of the 
resource land for the production of 
food, agricultural products, or timber, or 
for the extraction of minerals, in 
accordance with federal, state, and local 
laws and industry best management 
practices. 

• Generate revenue from appropriate fees, 
charges, concessions, leases, and other 
sources, with all revenues dedicated for 
park and recreation projects. 

 

RECREATION 
 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation has 
adopted three plans that guide the provision 
of recreation services: the 1999 Facilities and 
Services Strategic Plan, the 2000 Civic 
Campus Master Plan for East Vancouver, and 
the 2000 Recreation Program Cost Recovery 
Plan. These plans are based on seven strategic 
initiatives and 17 implementation strategies. 
These three documents are incorporated 
herein by reference and shall guide the 
provision of recreation services in the urban 
area. 

Strategic Initiative #1 -- Enhance parks, 
recreation and cultural services through 

quality management and effective 
communication. 

Strategic Initiative #2 -- Build and foster 
meaningful public and private partnerships in 
our community. 

Strategic Initiative #3 -- Through public process 
and dialogue, encourage and accommodate 
citizen participation in parks, recreation and 
cultural services. 

Strategic Initiative #4 -- Ensure equitable 
distribution of services throughout the 
community.  

Strategic Initiative #5 -- Provide comprehensive 
parks, recreation and cultural systems 
throughout the community. 

Strategic Initiative #6 -- Advocate responsible 
stewardship of natural resources.  

Strategic Initiative #7 -- Develop opportunities 
for parks, recreation and cultural services to 
be less dependent on general fund dollars. 

• Deliver recreation and leisure services that 
meet one or more of the department’s 
strategic initiatives. 

• Deliver a mix of recreation and leisure 
services at the community and 
neighborhood levels that, in combination, 
meet all of the department’s strategic 
initiatives. 

• Deliver recreation and leisure services as 
close as possible to the neighborhood 
level; that is, they should be decentralized 
and as close to the user as possible. 

• Plan and deliver recreation and leisure 
services with consideration to accessibility. 
These services should maximize 
opportunities for social interaction. 

• Establish recreational programs which use 
public park and recreation facilities. 
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• Coordinate parks and recreation resources 
and programs with schools through 
interagency agreements. 

• Encourage the establishment of special 
interest organizations to help promote 
and program specific activities, such as 
walking clubs, wellness events and bicycle 
clubs. 

• Develop minimum standards and level-of-
service thresholds for parks and recreation 
facilities, develop parks within walking 
distance of each neighborhood, and 
develop a variety of public recreational 
facilities including but not limited to 
community centers, swimming pools, 
playgrounds, sports facilities, teen centers, 
golf courses and art centers. 

• Develop special facilities to accommodate 
specific activities, such as water access 
areas, nature interpretation sites, 
amphitheaters, gardens and skate board 
parks. 

• Increase public awareness of the area's 
cultural and historic resources, their 
significance, and programs for their 
preservation and management. 

 

REGIONAL SPECIAL FACILITIES 
 
• Plan, acquire, develop, and maintain 

regional special facilities that meet 
identified needs and are otherwise 
unavailable to the community. 

• Provide regional special facilities that meet 
the greatest need, according to national or 
adopted county standards, and that do not 
duplicate facilities that adequately meet 
the public need at a reasonable price. 

• Give greater consideration to special 
facilities that generate revenues to offset 

the cost of their maintenance and 
operation. 

• Design and manage special facilities to 
accommodate compatible, multiple 
purposes and uses, when appropriate. 

 

SPORTS FIELDS 
 
• Join with cities, school districts, and local 

sports organizations in Clark County to 
develop a countywide system of sports 
fields and sports field complexes to serve 
the baseball, softball, soccer, and football 
needs of youth and adults. 

• Provide overall planning and assessment 
of sports field needs in Clark County, 
including update of field inventories and 
evaluations every five years, and listing of 
priority improvements needed at each 
field site. 

• Assist cities, school districts, and local 
sports organizations in identifying and 
acquiring land for sports field complexes, 
particularly land for regional field 
complexes. 

• Provide design and technical support for 
athletic field development by cities, school 
districts, and local sports organizations. 

• Assume primary responsibility for 
organizing a sports field council, provide 
county representation, and fund a one- 
year staff position of sports council 
coordinator. 

• Help develop and adopt countywide 
design standards for construction of 
athletic fields. 

• Promote the development of athletic 
fields in new parks, particularly in larger 
community parks and regional parks. 
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• Provide land as possible and establish 
development standards and operating 
conditions for local sports groups to 
build, maintain, and operate their own 
fields. 

• Assume primary responsibility for 
coordinating development of non-
exclusive sports field complexes. 

• Seek grants, private land donations, and 
other funding sources for land acquisition 
and sports field development. 

• Develop minimum maintenance standards 
and field rest and rotation schedules.  

• Provide under contract to participating 
school districts and local sports groups 
maintenance of their ballfield facilities. 

• Provide mowing and general repair of 
county-owned sports fields, and all 
maintenance of sports fields that are an 
integral part of a general purpose county 
park (e.g. neighborhood park). 

 

OPEN SPACE, CONSERVATION & 
GREENWAYS 
 
PLANNING 
• Consider relevant state policies and 

guidelines including those set forth in the 
Growth Management Act. 

• Take into consideration the economic 
impact and future well-being of the 
community when implementing the open 
space program. 

• Preserve and protect open space lands 
based on location of the resource, rather 
than on a uniform distribution throughout 
the county. However, in the specific case 
of neighborhood parks, community parks, 
and urban open space, Clark County  and 
the City of Vancouver have existing 

standards which should be used to 
determine distribution. 

• Generally emphasize the preservation of 
large contiguous blocks of open space. In 
certain circumstances, however, it may be 
appropriate to acquire smaller 
unconnected tracks, e.g., urban open 
space or the last available piece of open 
space of a certain category or function. 

• Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation 
should establish a system of urban buffers 
which separates neighborhoods and 
communities; where natural buffers, such 
as streams, do not exist, the acquisition of 
buffers should still occur, where possible. 

• Identify open space corridors and areas, 
which shall include lands useful for parks 
and recreation, fish and wildlife habitat, 
trails, public access to natural resource 
lands and water, and protection of critical 
areas and water quality. Wherever 
possible, the natural terrain, drainage and 
vegetation of the community should be 
preserved with high quality examples 
contained within parks or greenbelts. 

• Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation 
should encourage and provide public 
access to the Columbia River and other 
shorelines within the urban area, where 
appropriate. 

• Provide a continuous system of 
openspace/wildlife corridors to be 
determined by natural conditions. Where 
appropriate, connect open spaces to 
provide corridors, consistent with the 
Metropolitan Greenspaces Program. 

• Connect adjacent residential areas with 
other land uses by removing barriers that 
restrict access to transit and circulation. 
Encourage the use of greenspaces and 
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riparian corridors as pedestrian and non-
auto-oriented linkages. 

 
PARTNERSHIPS & COORDINATION 
• Coordinate efforts to protect open space 

lands with local, state, regional, and 
federal agencies to complement 
acquisition programs and maximize 
resource potential. 

• Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation 
should continue to encourage and 
facilitate the use of other publicly-owned 
property as open space, such as schools, 
universities, power transmission lines, etc. 

 
ACQUISITION 
• Consider acquiring open space lands 

where there is a high probability of loss or 
conversion before acquiring open space 
lands where there is a low probability of 
loss or conversion. This should take into 
consideration both actual development 
and property division and ownership 
patterns. 

• Give added consideration to open space 
lands which enhance the value of other 
protected abutting or neighboring parks, 
forest, wildlife preserves, natural areas, or 
other open spaces.  

• Give added consideration to open space 
lands where existing access facilities are 
appropriate for the character of the 
property, or where the possibility exists to 
provide access facilities which are 
appropriate for the character of the 
property. 

• Identify, evaluate, and prioritize for 
acquisition and/or preservation lands that 
create an interconnected system of open 
spaces. 

• When acquiring open space lands of 
similar character, emphasize the 
preservation of those lands which are in 
closest proximity to the largest number of 
users. 

• When acquiring park and open space 
lands with forest tracts or significant 
wooded areas, consider assessing the 
health and conservation capacity of these 
areas for use in master planning. 

 
FUNDING 
• Maximize the refunding potential of 

Conservation Futures and other local 
revenue sources by applying for matching 
grants from the Interagency Committee 
for Outdoor Recreation and other 
granting agencies. 

 
HISTORIC & CULTURAL RESOURCES 
• When acquiring or otherwise protecting 

open space lands, give special 
consideration to archeological and 
historical resources, unique sites, and 
views and vistas. 

 
PRESERVATION & MANAGEMENT 
• Preserve the character of natural areas 

containing threatened or endangered plant 
or animal habitat. 

• Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation 
should meet or exceed the standards set 
forth for urban parks and open space and 
should implement the urban parks 
component of the parks and recreation 
element of the county’s [city’s] 
comprehensive plan. 

• Preserve, retain, restore and enhance the 
natural features of the urban area as well 
as their functions and values by 
encouraging dedication of open space and 
preservation and restoration of trees and 
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vegetation. Encourage tree planting and 
landscaping throughout the urban area. 

 
RIVER SYSTEMS & ASSOCIATED 

FLOODPLAINS 
• Identify, evaluate, and prioritize for 

acquisition and/or preservation lands 
located along river systems and their 
associated floodplains that create an 
interconnected system of greenways and 
conservation areas. 

• Attempt to preserve interconnected 
systems of open space along the county’s 
major streams, rivers, and lakes. For 
example, acquisitions should link Salmon 
Creek, Burnt Bridge Creek, Lake River, 
and Vancouver Lake. 

• Conserve and restore, when appropriate, 
natural environments along streams and 
other open space edges. Encourage uses, 
densities and development patterns in 
shoreline areas and adjacent to shoreline 
areas that are compatible with the goals 
and policies of the Shoreline Management 
Act and the local master programs. 

• Attempt to connect public ownerships 
within river systems, so as to create 
extended linear greenways. 

• Strive to acquire open space lands which 
allow extensive public access to shoreline 
properties. If wildlife, wetland, or other 
sensitive open space values would be 
significantly affected by public access, 
consideration should be given to 
preserving shorelines without or with 
limited public access. 

• Consider relevant state and local policies 
and guidelines including those set forth in 
the Shorelines Management Act and the 
county's Shorelines Master Program. 

• Give priority consideration to shorelines 
of statewide significance. 

 
COLUMBIA RIVER LOWLANDS 
• Identify, evaluate, and prioritize for 

acquisition and/or preservation 
floodplains and lowlands adjacent to the 
Columbia River in the Vancouver Lake 
lowlands and the lowland areas including 
and surrounding Reed Island, Steigerwald 
Lake, and Lawton Creek. 

• Implement methods to preserve 
agriculture within lowland areas to 
preserve the overall character of this open 
space category. 

• Work cooperatively to acquire additional 
open space lands and provide greater 
access to the Columbia River shoreline. 

• Coordinate with other agencies to support 
the acquisition and/or proper 
management of sensitive wildlife habitat, 
water-related areas, and other open space 
lands; where combined funding and/or 
management is possible, these practices 
should be encouraged. 

• Consider relevant regional, state, and local 
policies and guidelines including those set 
forth in the Habitat Plan, the Shorelines 
Management Act, and the county's 
Shorelines Master Program. 

 

URBAN FORESTRY 
 
• Maintain the street tree program to plan, 

promote and manage the planting and 
care of trees along or within public road 
rights-of-way. 

• Within the City limits, comply with the 
tree retention, protection and density 
requirements as outlined in the Vancouver 
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Tree Conservation Ordinance (VMC 
20.96). 

• Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation 
should preserve or encourage the 
preservation of forested or other small-
scale non-recreational open space lands in 
the urban area, in which the elements 
include understory native vegetation. The 
city shall comply with appropriate urban 
forestry practices including those outlined 
in the Vancouver Urban Forestry Manual 
(VMC 20.96). 

• Participate in the Vancouver Heritage 
Tree Program to preserve and manage 
significant or historic trees and groves in 
the City parks and open space system. 

• Promote landscaping and tree planting 
along transportation routes and 
throughout the urban area. Encourage the 
development of rooftop gardens on 
multistory buildings to reduce radiant heat 
and provide additional greenspaces for 
occupants. Support an active urban 
forestry program where appropriate as 
outlined in the Urban Forestry Work Plan. 

 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
 
PLANNING 
• Preserve, conserve, restore, and enhance 

fish and wildlife conservation areas and 
open space lands and raise public 
awareness about the importance of these 
resources.  

• Designate fish and wildlife habitat 
protection areas such as greenways, 
wildlife corridors, refuges, riparian areas 
and establish programs to manage them. 

• Establish planning programs and practices 
that help protect and conserve fish and 

wildlife conservation areas and open space 
lands. 

• Define, identify, and map various types of 
environmentally sensitive areas using data 
provided by federal, state, or other 
sources. For example, Clark County 
should utilize data provided through the 
WDFW Priority Habitat and Species 
Program, DNR Natural Heritage 
Program, and Washington Conservation 
Commission Fish Distribution and 
Limiting Factors Analysis data sets. (In 
utilizing this data, Clark County shall 
respect all program guidelines relating to 
the use of information about sensitive 
wildlife habitats, wildlife populations, and 
sites.) 

• Utilize data from the PHS program, fish 
distribution and limiting factors analysis 
program, and others sources to assist the 
local planning processes, such as SEPA 
review and the application of Critical 
Areas Ordinances. 

• Encourage consistency between Clark 
County and the various towns and cities in 
the county regarding planning programs 
and practices that support the 
preservation and management of wildlife 
habitat and populations. 

• Help develop plans at the watershed level 
that address impacts of wildlife habitat.  

• Consider relevant state policies and 
guidelines including those set forth in the 
Growth 

• Management Act relating to the 
conservation of fish and wildlife areas to 
give special consideration to conservation 
and protection measures to preserve and 
enhance anadromous fisheries. 
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ACQUISITION 
• Acquire habitat lands where there is a high 

probability of loss or conversion before 
acquiring habitat lands where there is a 
low probability of loss or conversion. This 
should take into consideration both actual 
development and property division and 
ownership patterns. 

• Give added consideration to habitat lands 
that enhance the value of other protected 
abutting or neighboring parks, forests, 
wildlife preserves, natural areas, or other 
open spaces. Preserve and protect habitat 
lands based on the value and location of 
the resource, rather than on uniform 
distribution throughout the county. 

• Emphasize the preservation of large 
contiguous blocks of fish and wildlife 
habitat. In certain circumstances, 
however, it may be appropriate and 
desirable to acquire smaller disconnected 
areas that provide habitat needs in an 
urbanizing area, where opportunities are 
not available to connect habitat sites, or 
where a disconnected property serves an 
important habitat need. 

• Provide special emphasis to areas that 
contain or support threatened or 
endangered plant or animal habitat. 

 
PRESERVATION & MANAGEMENT 
• Protect and conserve Clark County’s high-

priority fish and wildlife conservation 
areas and open space lands. 

• Develop and/or maintain acquisition, 
incentive, and regulatory programs for the 
protection and conservation of 
environmentally critical areas including 
wildlife habitat areas, wetlands, and 
shorelines. 

• Use Northwest native plants in the 
restoration and enhancement of fish and 
wildlife conservation areas. 

• Restore streams and improve fish passage 
in urban and rural stream systems within 
Clark County. 

• Provide habitat protection that will 
support a diverse and sustainable 
population of fish and wildlife, and that 
supports a diversity of habitat types. 

• Attempt to preserve interconnected 
systems of habitat along the county’s 
major streams, rivers, and lakes. For 
example, acquisitions should link Salmon 
Creek, Burnt Bridge Creek, Lake River, 
and the Vancouver Lake Lowlands. 

• Give priority consideration to “Shorelines 
of Statewide Significance.” 

• Maintain or enhance the structural and 
functional integrity of riparian habitat and 
associated aquatic systems needed to 
perpetually support fish and wildlife 
populations on both site and landscape 
levels. 

• Give special consideration to habitat that 
helps preserve and enhance anadromous 
fish populations. 

• Locate and design recreation facilities in a 
manner that minimizes impacts to riparian 
areas and other sensitive habitats.  

• Consider a full range of implementation 
mechanisms to preserve and protect fish 
and wildlife conservation areas, including 
transfer of development rights, 
conservation easements, and fee simple 
acquisitions. 

• Encourage the identification and 
preservation of locally important habitats 
consistent with Clark County’s approved 
LIH program. 
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PARTNERSHIPS & COORDINATION 
• Encourage interagency cooperation for 

purposes of protecting and conserving 
fish and wildlife conservation areas and 
open space lands. 

• Cooperate with other jurisdictions and 
agencies to protect environmentally 
sensitive lands, especially ecosystems that 
span jurisdictional boundaries. 

• Coordinate the county’s habitat 
acquisition program with all incorporated 
towns and cities to combine acquisition 
efforts, maximize funding opportunities, 
and otherwise increase efficiencies.  

• Coordinate the county’s habitat 
acquisition program with the State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the 
Department of Natural Resources, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and other 
key agencies to maximize efficiency and 
avoid duplication. 

• Coordinate the county’s acquisition 
program with METRO, Lower Columbia 
River Estuary Program, and other 
programs and agencies in Oregon to 
promote coordinated bi-state planning 
and funding efforts. 

• Coordinate with the farm community and 
natural resource and wildlife management 
agencies, such as the State Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, and Clark County Conservation 
District, to develop complementary 
wildlife habitat, land use, and farm 
practice guidelines that can be applied in 
critical habitat areas. 

• Seek technical assistance from the State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and 
other wildlife resource agencies for 
development, restoration, and 

enhancement proposals that affect state or 
federal sensitive, threatened, or 
endangered species. 

• Coordinate with the Lower Columbia Fish 
Recovery Board in the development and 
implementation of a regional recovery 
plan for listed salmon and steelhead 
populations.  

• Coordinate regional and city-based salmon 
recovery planning, project 
implementation, monitoring, and 
enforcement activities with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, Governor’s 
Salmon Team and other appropriate 
agencies. 

• Coordinate with the Columbia Land Trust 
and other private nonprofit nature 
conservancy associations to help protect 
open space in Clark County. 

• Coordinate with city and county ESA 
programs and other fish and wildlife 
resource agencies the preparation and 
implementation of design, development, 
maintenance, and management practices 
and standards that support the recovery of 
endangered and threatened species and 
that comply with the federal Endangered 
Species Act. 

 

OUTDOOR EDUCATION & 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
• Provide outdoor education and 

community involvement opportunities 
that increase public awareness about the 
importance of fish and wildlife 
conservation areas and open space lands. 

• Facilitate public education and outreach 
programs explaining the variety of critical 
area and habitat resources that exist in 
Clark County, and the benefits and 
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opportunities for conservation and 
protection. 

• Provide opportunities for public access 
and wildlife observation that are 
compatible with resource values at project 
sites. 

• Encourage school participation in 
monitoring, management, and other 
outdoor education activities and 
community service projects. 

• Encourage community involvement by 
sponsoring or supporting friends groups, 
site tours, and related activities. 

• Coordinate with the Lower Columbia Fish 
Recovery Board, Governor’s Salmon 
Team and other agencies to increase 
community understanding about salmon 
recovery programs at the state, regional, 
and local level. 

• In the design and development of specific 
sites, include improvements that help 
increase understanding of sensitive fish 
and wildlife populations and that help 
explain habitat conditions that are needed 
to support them. 

• Establish public recognition programs for 
developers of projects which are 
exceptional in their preservation and  

protection of open space, significant trees 
and forested areas, natural features, fish 
and wildlife habitat, air and water quality, 
and the avoidance of hazard areas.  

• Establish public education programs to 
inform citizens about the value and 
benefits of open space, the urban forest, 
parks and recreation. 

• Recognize people and organizations 
which donate or preserve land, easements, 
cash, equipment or services for parks, 
recreation and open space. 

• Establish public recognition programs for 
developers of projects which are 
exceptional in their preservation and 
protection of open space, significant trees 
and forested areas, natural features, fish 
and wildlife habitat, air and water quality, 
and the avoidance of hazard areas. 

• Establish public education programs to 
inform citizens about the value and 
benefits of open space, the urban forest, 
parks and recreation. 

• Recognize people and organizations 
which donate or preserve land, easements, 
cash, equipment or services for parks, 
recreation and open space. 
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APPENDIX G: CAPITAL 
FACILITIES PLAN 
 
The Capital Facilities Plan is a list of capital 
projects, including acquisition, development, 
and major improvements, intended for the 6-
year planning period (2009-2014).  For each 
project, the CFP provides a description, 
location, jurisdiction, activity classification, 
estimated cost, proposed timing, and local and 
outside funding sources.  
 
The 20-year list provides a more general work 
plan for a longer timeframe and is intended to 
help guide the system toward the 
community’s long term vision. In general, 
projects which cannot be reasonably initiated 
in the next six years are included in the 20-
year list. 
 
The capital facilities plan is a key baseline for 
funding decisions, including the allocation of 
existing funding sources and the need for 
additional revenues.  In addition, many grant 
and outside funding sources require that 
projects be included in a capital facilities plan 
to be eligible for funding. 
 

 
 
During future funding discussions, the highest 
priority projects will receive priority 
consideration for current and expected 
revenues. If the estimated cost of the high 
priority projects exceeds estimated revenues, 
additional funding mechanisms will be 
explored and proposed. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
The Capital Facilities Plan is based on 
technical analysis of the park system and an 
assessment of park, recreation, and open 
space needs. The initial list of capital projects 
developed through the public involvement 
and needs analysis process, see Table G-1, and 
was then prioritized based on a set of criteria, 
as detailed in Table G-2. The Capital Facilities 
Plan was then divided into a 6-year plan of 
high priority projects and a 20-year list of 
lower priority projects. Cost estimates and 
initiation timelines were then developed for 
each project based on the best available 
information. The Capital Facilities Plan was 
refined through input from staff and the 
Parks & Recreation Advisory Commission.  

NAVIGATING THE CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 
The Capital Facilities Plan is divided into three main geographic sections: 

 City of Vancouver 
 Vancouver Urban-Unincorporated Area 
 Regional System 

 

   Each geographic section is divided into project areas: 
 Parks 
 Natural Areas & Open Space 
 Trails 
 Recreation Facilities 
 Special Facilities 

 
Finally, each project area is divided into project types, as applicable: 

 Acquisition 
 Development 
 Major Maintenance, Repairs, and Site Improvements 

 
TABLE G-1. CAPITAL FACILITY PLAN DEVELOPMENT 
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Neighborhood & 
Community Parks 

Acquisition The number and total acreage of proposed urban 
park acquisitions, both neighborhood and 
community, are determined by comparing the 
existing inventory to the acquisition standard and 
distribution guidelines. The locations of proposed 
acquisitions were determined through mapping of 
existing parks distribution and projected growth 
areas as well as public input.  

 Development Similar to acquisitions, above, the number and total 
acreage of parks to be developed is determined by 
comparing the existing inventory to the park 
development standard. In general, existing 
undeveloped parks are included first. If additional 
development is needed above this existing acreage, 
development of new acquisitions is proposed.  

 Maintenance/Improvements Maintenance, restoration and improvement 
projects were gathered from a variety of sources 
including public input, neighborhood action plans, 
and deferred and projected maintenance projects 
(City of Vancouver and Clark County). 

Regional Parks Acquisition Acquisition acreage is determined by comparing 
the existing inventory with the regional park 
acquisition standard. Acquisition areas are 
determined based on previous planning work, 
desired geographic distribution, public input, and 
individual site qualities. 

 Development Development acreage is determined by comparing 
the existing inventory with the regional park 
development standard (18%). 

 Maintenance/Improvements Maintenance and improvement projects in the 
regional parks were gathered from County Public 
Works Maintenance & Operations staff and public 
input. 

Open Space Acquisition Proposed open space acquisitions are based on the 
guidelines and recommendations set forward in 
previous Open Space Commission and Conservation 
Area reports and critical area mapping. 

 Development Limited development of open space is currently 
proposed and focuses on allowing limited passive 
recreation use of some sites. 

 Maintenance/Improvements Projects focus on restoration of open space areas. 

Trails Acquisition Trail acquisitions focus on obtaining land, 
easements, or rights of way necessary to complete 
the trail system proposed in the Regional Trail & 
Bikeways System Plan. 

Trails (cont.) Development Trail development projects are based on the 
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recommendations of the Regional Trail & Bikeways 
System Plan. 

 Maintenance/Improvements Trail maintenance & improvement projects are 
based on staff and public input. 

Recreation Facilities Acquisition Listed recreation facility acquisitions are based on 
the need for additional community centers, as 
detailed in the Community Center Strategic Plan, and 
gathered through public input. 

 Development Recreation facility development projects include 
the construction of community centers outlined in 
the Community Center Strategic Plan and projects 
detailed in the Master Plans for existing facilities. 

 Maintenance/Improvements Maintenance and improvement projects were 
gathered from facility staff. 

Special Facilities Acquisition Acquisition of land for special facilities is based on 
the need for facilities outside of neighborhood, 
community, and regional parks. 

 Development The proposed special facility development projects 
include a variety of projects gathered through 
public input and recreation trend analysis. 

 Maintenance/Improvements Maintenance and improvement projects for 
existing special facilities were gathered from facility 
and parks staff. 

 
DISTRICT PLANNING AREAS 
 
Urban park services subject to park district 
level geographic and standards analysis were 
based on the following service area 
boundaries.  These service areas are referred 
to as park districts and are described as 
follows: 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #1 
Park District #1 includes approximately 
14,359 acres in Vancouver and the Vancouver 
Lake lowlands, including Caterpillar Island, 
Vancouver Lake, and a portion of 
Frenchman’s Bar. The district is bordered on 
the south and the west by the Columbia River. 
The district reaches north to the State 
Department of Wildlife land and is delineated 
on the east by an irregular boundary following  

the Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-
way and continuing along the Burnt Bridge 
Creek Greenway to NE Fourth Plain 
Boulevard. The boundary then follows NE 
Fourth Plain Boulevard west to Grand 
Boulevard, continues south to Mill Plain 
Boulevard and then generally follows the 
Blandford Drive south to the Columbia River. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #2 
Park District #2 includes approximately 5,017 
acres bordered on the north by NE 18th 
Street, on the east by I-205, and on the south 
by the Columbia River. The western border 
follows an irregular path along NE Fourth 
Plain Boulevard to Grand Boulevard, 
continues south to Mill Plain Boulevard and 
then generally follows the Blandford Drive 
south to the Columbia River. 
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PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #3 
Park District #3 includes approximately 4,834 
acres lying immediately east of I-205. The 
district is bordered to the north by NE 18th 
Street, to the east by NE 162nd/164th Avenue, 
and to the south by the Columbia River. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #4 
Park District #4 includes approximately 5,702 
acres lying immediately west of the Camas city 
limits. The district is bordered to the north by 
NE 18th Street, to the west by NE 162nd/164th 
Avenue, and to the south by the Columbia 
River. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #5 
Park District #5 includes approximately 6,706 
acres bordered on the north by NE 99th, on 
the east by NE 162nd Avenue, on the south by 
NE 18th Street and on the west by I-205 and 
SR 500/503. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #6 
Park District #6 includes approximately 3,511 
acres bordered on the west by I-205, on the 
south by SR 500, on the east by NE 117th 
Avenue (SR 503), and on the north with an 
irregular boundary following St Johns Road, 
NE 119th Street, NE 87th Avenue, and NE 
110th Avenue.  
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #7 
Park District #7 includes approximately 7,120 
acres bordered on the east by I-205, on the 
east by St Johns Road, and on the south by an 
irregular boundary following the Burnt Bridge 

Creek Greenway, NE Fourth Plain Boulevard, 
Andresen Road, and NE 18th Street. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #8 
Park District #8 includes approximately 4,553 
acres bordered on the south by Vancouver 
city limits, on the east by St Johns Road and 
NE 50th Avenue, on the west and north by I-5 
and Salmon Creek. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #9 
 Park District #9 includes approximately 
5,024 acres bordered on the north by Salmon 
Creek, on the east by I-5, on the west by the 
Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way, 
and on the south by the Vancouver city limits 
and the Burnt Bridge Creek Greenway. 
 
PARKS & RECREATION PLANNING 
DISTRICT #10 
Park District #10 includes approximately 
4,817 acres bordered on the west by NW 21st  
Avenue, on the south by Salmon Creek, and 
on the north and east by an irregular urban 
growth boundary. 
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
 
Table G-2 lists the population projections 
used for the determining acquisition and 
development needs. These figures represent 
use of a vacant land analysis model in the 
County and a transportation area zone model 
in the City. These varying projection models 
were used to reflect the preferred projection 
methods of each jurisdiction. 
 

*Estimates are based on Clark County Assessor Housing  
Counts and Census 2000 Persons per Household Rates 
Prepared by: Clark County Department of Assessment  
and GIS, March 2009 

 
PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 
Projects were prioritized based on the criteria 
listed in the table below. Projects were 
considered relative to other projects of the 
same type in the same jurisdiction. The 
relative priority of various project types was 
not considered nor determined (e.g. trail 
development vs. urban park acquisition). In 
general, all projects necessary to meet  
standards; regulatory, funding or statutory 
requirements; or to protect public health and  
safety  were considered high priority projects. 
Projects meeting four of seven criteria were 
considered high priority and were included in 
the capital facilities 6-year plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE G-3. PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA 
Acquisition 
1 Is the acquisition needed to meet acreage standards? 
2 Is acquisition in an area currently underserved by parks/facilities of this type? 
3 Is the acquisition area expected to experience high levels of residential growth? 

4 
Does the acquisition site contain unique environmental, historic, or cultural characteristics that 
would help create a unique recreation destination or conservation site? 

5 
Does the acquisition help create a connected system of regional park, trail, and open space 
lands? 

6 Does the acquisition promote school or other partnerships? 
7 Is the acquisition necessary to meet regulatory, funding, or other statutory requirements? 

TABLE G-2: POPULATION PROJECTIONS* 
PIF 

 District 
2009 

Population    
2014 

Projected 
2024 

Projected 
#1 32,658 33,336 34,512 
#2 28,089 29,106 30,961 
#3 33,304 34,043 35,333 
#4 18,057 18,864 20,366 
#5 59,467 65,889 78,572 
#6 18,668 21,147 26,471 
#7 44,357 46,860 52,007 
#8 23,517 27,325 35,565 
#9 26,629 28,739 32,844 
#10 17,809 23,652 38,113 

Vancouver  164,,928 170,594 181,103 

UUA 137,627 158,163 203,641 
Vancouver 
UGA 302,555 328,757 384,744 

Clark County 
Total 426,998 479,870 587,491 
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Development 

1 
Is development needed to meet standards? (Development to a Level II standard is a higher priority 
than Level III) 

2 Is the area currently underserved by developed facilities of this type? 
3 Is the area expected to experience high levels of residential growth? 

4 
Is the park/facility in an established neighborhood? (Development of parks and facilities in established 
neighborhoods is a higher priority than development in new neighborhoods.) 

5 
Will the project create cost efficiencies or reduce/avoid future maintenance & operations 
costs? (e.g. through cost reductions, operational partnerships, or revenue generation) 

6 Is development necessary to prevent a loss of system capacity? 
7 Is development necessary to meet regulatory, funding, or other statutory requirements? 
Trails Only 
1 Is development necessary to complete a trail segment? (priority given to holes in existing trail systems)
2 Will development significantly improve pedestrian or bicyclist safety? 
3 Is the trail conducive to multiple recreational and alternative transportation uses? 
4 Is the trail segment a high priority in the Regional Trail & Bikeway Systems Plan? 
Major Maintenance, Repairs, & Site Improvements 
1 Is the project necessary to protect public safety or universal access? 
2 Does the project help preserve an existing asset or capacity? 
3 Does the project help bring the park/facility up to standard? 
4 Will the project create cost efficiencies or reduce/avoid future maintenance & operations 

costs? (e.g. through cost reductions, operational partnerships, or revenue generation) 

5 Will the project increase the number or diversity of users served? 
6 Will the project reduce the environmental impact of the facility? 
7 Is the project necessary to meet regulatory, funding, or other statutory requirements? 

 
COST ESTIMATING PROCEDURES 
The cost estimates for each project were 
based on existing estimates (for development 
projects), assessed land values (acquisition 
projects), and comparable projects. Costs are 
intended to be rough estimates and are 
intended for planning purposes only. The 
estimates will be further defined as projects 
are scoped, budgeted, and initiated. Annual 
costs were adjusted by 3% each year to 
account for inflation. 
 

 
REVENUE ESTIMATING PROCEDURES 
Revenue estimating methodology varied based 
on the revenue source and whether revenue  
projections were available from the applicable 
jurisdiction.  
 
Park Impact Fees  
Revenue was calculated based on current rates 
and anticipated population growth. 
Population growth was anticipated at 2.2% 
annually, as directed by the Board of County 
Commissioners’ growth management 
decisions. 
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Real Estate Excise Taxes 
City REET revenue projections were available 
from the City’s budget office as of February 
10th, 2006.  Urban and regional revenue was 
projected at a rate of 2% from a base year of 
2002.  Since real estate excise tax revenue is 
dependent on housing sales, this funding 
source can be volatile and difficult to 
accurately predict.  In Clark County, the 
number of annual housing transactions was 
particularly high between 2003 and 2005.  
Using 2002 as a base year for revenue 
projections results in more conservative 

revenue estimates and avoids the potentially 
inflating effects of the 2003 to 2005 years.   
 
Conservation Futures 
Revenue projections were available from the 
County Treasurer’s Office as of May 19th, 
2006, with revenues increasing approximately 
1.6% annually. 
 
Grants 
Grant revenue was projected to equal 
previous awards for the past six years, with 
similar distribution.
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

Urban Park Acquisitions
V-1 Neighborhood Park #1-1  John Ball Park/VSD 1 PIF-A $940,900 $940,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $940,900 G, D, P tbd 2009 $940,900

V-2 Community Park #1-1 Waterfront/Gramor 1 PIF-A $2,000,000 $0 $2,060,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,060,000 G,D,P $500,000 2010 $2,060,000

V-3 Burnt Bridge Creek (UNA) Vancouver Lake to BPA Park 1 PIF-A, CF $282,000 $0 $0 $0 $308,149 $0 $0 $308,149 G,D,P $200,000 2012 $508,149

V-4 Neighborhood Park #1-2 N of 49th/E of I-5 1 PIF-A $715,663 $0 $0 $759,247 $0 $0 $0 $759,247 G,D,P tbd 2011 $759,247

V-5 Neighborhood Park #2-1 Tanglewood Park Addition 2 PIF-A $507,880 $0 $523,116 $0 $0 $0 $0 $523,116 G, D, P tbd 2010 $523,116

V-6 Neighborhood Park #2-2 S of Mill Plain/E of Leiser 2 PIF-A $761,820 $761,820 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $761,820 G,D,P tbd 2009 $761,820

V-7 Neighborhood Park #2-3  S of St. Helens/W of Ellsworth 2 PIF-A $1,015,760 $0 $0 $0 $1,109,948 $0 $0 $1,109,948 G, D, P tbd 2012 $1,109,948

V-8 Neighborhood Park #3-1  N. of Evergreen Mem 3 PIF-A $678,687 $0 $0 $0 $0 $763,868 $0 $763,868 G, D, P tbd 2013 $763,868

V-9 Neighborhood Park #3-2 S of Mill Plain/W of 164th 3 PIF-A $678,687 $0 $699,048 $0 $0 $0 $0 $699,048 G, D, P tbd 2010 $699,048

V-10 Neighborhood Park #3-3 S of Mill Plain/W of 125th 3 PIF-A $678,687 $0 $0 $720,019 $0 $0 $0 $720,019 G, D, P tbd 2011 $720,019

V-11 Neighborhood Park #3-4 N Evergreen/W of 164th 3 PIF-A $678,687 $0 $0 $720,019 $0 $0 $0 $720,019 G, D, P tbd 2011 $720,019

V-12 Community Park #3-1 Biddlewood Addition 3 PIF-A $2,262,290 $0 $0 $0 $2,472,065 $0 $0 $2,472,065 G,D,P tbd 2012 $2,472,065

V-13 Community Park #3-2 Firstenburg to Haagen Park 3 PIF-A $452,458 $0 $466,032 $0 $0 $0 $0 $466,032 G,D,P tbd 2010 $466,032

V-14 Community Park #3-2 Firstenburg Parking Addition 3 GF $500,000 $0 $515,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $515,000 G,D,P tbd 2010 $515,000

V-15 Neighborhood Park #4-1 E of 164th near 15th 4 PIF-A $759,561 $759,561 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $759,561 G, D, P tbd 2009 $759,561

V-16 Neighborhood Park #4-2 E of 192nd/S of 15th 4 PIF-A $506,374 $506,374 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $506,374 G,D,P tbd 2009 $506,374

V-17 Neighborhood Park #4-3 Section 30 4 PIF-A $759,561 $0 $0 $0 $0 $854,893 $0 $854,893 G,D,P tbd 2013 $854,893

V-18 Community Park #4-1 S of 20th Ave 4 PIF-A $5,063,740 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,699,284 $0 $5,699,284 G,D,P $500,000 2013 $5,699,284

V-19 Urban Natural Area #4-1 Fisher/Lacamas Creek 4 CF, PIF-A $282,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $282,000 G,D,P tbd 2011 $282,000

V-20 Community Park #5-1 131st Av/ BBC 5 PIF-A $1,438,950 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,668,137 $1,668,137 G, D, P tbd 2014 $1,668,137

V-21 Neighborhood Park #5-1 Near Image ES 5 PIF-A $503,633 $0 $518,742 $0 $0 $0 $0 $518,742 G, D, P tbd 2010 $518,742

V-22 Community Park #7-3 SW sector of district 7 PIF-A $5,312,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,158,875 $6,158,875 G,D,P tbd 2014 $6,158,875

V-23 Park access easements multiple park districts All PIF-A $420,000 $70,000 $70,000 $70,000 $70,000 $70,000 $70,000 $420,000 G, D, P tbd 2009-14 $420,000

TOTAL $27,200,038 $3,038,655 $4,851,938 $2,269,285 $3,960,163 $7,388,045 $7,897,013 $29,687,098  $1,200,000 $29,887,098

Urban Park Development
V-24 Community Park Site #1-1 - Gramor Development 1 PIF-D, REET-C $15,000,000 $0 $0 $15,913,500 $0 $0 $0 $15,913,500 G,D,P $1,500,000 2011 $15,913,500

V-25 Neighborhood Park #1-1 Level II development 1 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $491,727 $0 $0 $491,727 G,D,P tbd 2012 $491,727

V-26 Lynch Park Level II development 1 PIF-D, REET-C $490,000 $0 $504,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $504,700 G,D,P $200,000 2010 $504,700

V-27 Tanglewood Park (#2-1) Level II development 2 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $0 $477,405 $0 $0 $0 $477,405 G,D,P tbd 2011 $477,405

V-28 Sam Brown Park Level II development 2 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $491,727 $0 $0 $491,727 G,D,P tbd 2012 $491,727

V-29 Neighborhood Park #3-1  Level II development 3 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $450,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $450,000

V-30 Neighborhood Park #3-2 Level II development 3 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $463,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $463,500 G,D,P tbd 2010 $463,500

V-31 Hanna Acres Park Level II development 4 PIF-D, REET-C $485,000 $485,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $485,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $485,000

V-32 Hambleton Park Level II development 4 PIF-D, REET-C $650,000 $0 $0 $689,585 $0 $0 $0 $689,585 G,D,P tbd 2011 $689,585

V-33 Lauren Park Level II development 5 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $450,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $450,000

V-34 Wycoff Park Level II development 5 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $463,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $463,500 G,D,P tbd 2010 $463,500

V-35 Landover-Sharmel Park Level II development 5 PIF-D, REET-C $560,000 $0 $0 $594,104 $0 $0 $0 $594,104 G,D,P $200,000 2011 $594,104

V-36 North Image (Rico) Level II development 5 PIF-D, REET-C $625,000 $0 $0 $663,063 $0 $0 $0 $663,063 G,D,P tbd 2011 $663,063

V-37 Neighborhood Park Site #5-1 Level II development 5 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $491,727 $0 $0 $491,727 G,D,P tbd 2012 $491,727

V-38 Burton Ridge Park Level II development 7 PIF-D, REET-C $530,000 $530,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $530,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $530,000

TOTAL $21,940,000 $1,915,000 $1,431,700 $18,337,657 $1,475,181 $0 $0 $23,159,538  $1,900,000 $23,159,538

PIF
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

V-39 Arnada Park Disc golf and bridge connection 1 REET-C $200,000 $0 $206,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $206,000 SWM $25,000 2010 $231,000

V-40 Marshall Community Park Picnic Shelter 1 REET-C $400,000 $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 -- tbd 2009 $400,000

V-41 Marshall Community Park CHAMPS water feature 1 REET-C $200,000 $0 $0 $212,180 $0 $0 $0 $212,180 G, D, P tbd 2011 $212,180

V-42 Marshall Community Park Fitness Station Loop 1 REET-C $120,000 $0 $0 $127,308 $0 $0 $0 $127,308 G, D, P tbd 2011 $127,308

V-43 David Douglas Community Park League funded Field improvements 2 -- $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 G,D,P $87,500 2009-2014 $87,500

V-44 David Douglas Community Park Road and Asphalt Overlay 2 REET-C $50,000 $0 $0 $53,045 $0 $0 $0 $53,045 -- -- 2011 $53,045

V-45 David Douglas Community Park
Parking lot relocation, Master Plan, 
Play Equip. Upgrade, Restroom 2 REET-C $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,278,181 $0 $0 $3,278,181 G,D,P tbd 2012 $3,278,181

V-46 Wildwood Park Perimeter walking path devel 4 REET-C $70,000 $70,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $70,000 D,P tbd 2009 $70,000

V-47 Meadowbrook Marsh Play Equipment Upgrade 7 REET-C $60,000 $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,000 D,P tbd 2009 $60,000

V-48 Wintler Park upgrade Master Plan park upgrade 2 REET-C $60,000 $0 $0 $63,654 $0 $0 $0 $63,654 tbd 2011 $63,654

V-49 Burnt Bridge Creek Trail Bridge repair & maintenance 1/2/7 REET-C $200,000 $0 $206,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $206,000 G,D,P tbd 2010 $206,000

V-50 Community Parks Automated Parking Fee System All REET-C $40,000 $0 $41,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $41,200 tbd 2010 $41,200

V-51 City NH/Comm Parks, as needed Capital Repairs All REET-C $300,000 $50,000 $51,500 $53,045 $54,636 $56,275 $57,964 $323,420 -- -- 2009-2014 $323,420

V-52 City NH Parks, as needed ADA access improvements All REET-C $450,000 $75,000 $77,250 $79,568 $81,955 $84,413 $86,946 $485,131 G,D,P tbd 2009-2014 $485,131

V-53 City Community Parks, as needed ADA access improvements All REET-C $150,000 $25,000 $25,750 $26,523 $27,318 $28,138 $28,982 $161,710 G,D,P tbd 2009-2014 $161,710

TOTAL $5,300,000 $680,000 $607,700 $615,322 $3,442,090 $168,826 $173,891 $5,687,829 $112,500 $5,800,329

V-54 Columbia Waterfront Trail Gramor waterfront project 1 -- $3,000,000 $0 $0 $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $3,000,000 D $1,000,000 2011-13 n/a

V-55 Columbia Waterfront Trail Jetty to Wintler connection 2 $80,000 $0 $0 $84,872 $0 $0 $0 $84,872 tbd 2011 $84,872

V-56 Columbia Waterfront Trail Acquistion, Planning, 1&2 REET-C $100,000 $0 $0 $106,090 $0 $0 $0 $106,090 G,D,P tbd 2011 $106,090

V-57 Vancouver Lake Lowlands La Frambois to 26th Ave 1 no current $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $109,273 $0 $0 $109,273 F,S,L,G,D,P $300,000 2012 $409,273

V-58 Vancouver Lake Lowlands La Frambois Trailhead 1 no current $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $136,591 $0 $0 $136,591 F,S,L,G,D,P $375,000 2012 $511,591

V-59 Vancouver Lake Lowlands Ruffner to 78th St. - 2.3m 1 no current $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $437,091 $0 $0 $437,091 F,S,L,G,D,P $1,200,000 2012 $1,637,091

V-60 Vancouver Lake Lowlands Ruffner to 26th Ave 1 no current $400,000 $0 $412,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $412,000 F,S,L,G,D,P $1,200,000 2010 $1,612,000

V-61 Ellen Davis Trail trail improvements 2 REET-C $200,000 $0 $0 $212,180 $0 $0 $0 $212,180 G,D,P tbd 2011 $212,180

V-62 Weber Arboretum Trail waterfront/evergreen 2 REET-C $375,000 $0 $0 $0 $409,773 $0 $0 $409,773 F,S,L,G,D,P $375,000 2012 $784,773

V-63 Evergreen Hwy. West Ells. to Leiser/Wintler (2.2 m) 2 REET-C $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,092,727 $0 $0 $1,092,727 F,S,L,G,D,P $9,000,000 2012 $10,092,727

V-64 Evergreen Hwy. East Ellsworth to 192nd Ave. 2&3 REET-C $1,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,688,263 $0 $1,688,263 tbd 2013 $1,688,263

V-65 Discovery Historic Loop Library Square alternate routing 1 PIF-D $350,000 $0 $0 $0 $382,454 $0 $0 $382,454 tbd 2012 $382,454

V-66 FCC trail connection to 18th FCC to NE 18th St (0.5m) 3 no current $200,000 $0 $206,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $206,000 D,P tbd 2010 $206,000

TOTAL $7,830,000 $0 $618,000 $1,403,142 $4,567,908 $2,688,263 $0 $8,277,314 $13,450,000 $17,727,314

Trail Acquisition & Development

Urban Park Improvements & Repair

City of Vancouver (continued)
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

V-67 Waterworks Skate Park Relocation Central Vancouver 1 REET-C $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $437,091 $0 $0 $437,091 G,D,P tbd 2012 $437,091
V-68 Skate Park West Vancouver 1 REET-C $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $437,091 $0 $0 $437,091 G,D,P tbd 2012 $437,091

V-69
Artificial Turf Sports Fields - 
Hudson's Bay Site

Master Planning & Development 1 REET-C $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 M,G,D,P $500,000 2009 $2,000,000

V-70 Firstenburg Center Lap Pool addition 3 REET-C $8,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $8,741,816 $0 $0 $8,741,816 G,D,P $1,000,000 2012 $8,741,816

V-71 Firstenburg Center Multi-purpose classroom 3 REET-C $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,251,018 $0 $2,251,018 2013 $2,251,018

V-72 Firstenburg Center Pool fan / ventilation system 3 REET-C $50,000 $0 $0 $53,045 $0 $0 $0 $53,045 2011 $53,045

V-73 Firstenburg Center Fitness equipment upgrades 3 REET-C $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $218,545 $0 $0 $218,545 2012 $218,545

V-74 Firstenburg Center General Capital Repairs 3 REET-C $200,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $50,000 $200,000 2009-2014 $200,000

V-75 Firstenburg Center Parking lot expansion 3 REET-C $500,000 $0 $515,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $515,000 2010 $515,000

V-76 Firstenberg Center Master Plan Update 3 REET-C $100,000 $0 $0 $106,090 $0 $0 $0 $106,090 2011 $106,090

V-77 Marshall Center Childwatch / Classroom Add. 1 REET-C $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,185,454 $0 $0 $2,185,454 G,D,P tbd 2012 $2,185,454

V-78 Marshall Center Leisure Pool & Lobby 1 REET-C $8,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $8,741,816 $0 $0 $8,741,816 G,D,P $1,000,000 2012 $8,741,816

V-79 Marshall/Leupke Parking Lot expansion 1 REET-C $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $546,364 $0 $0 $546,364 2012 $546,364

V-80 Marshall /Leupke Fitness equipment upgrades 1 REET-C $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $218,545 $0 $0 $218,545 2012 $218,545

V-81 Marshall/Leupke General Capital Repairs 1 REET-C $200,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $50,000 $200,000 2009-2014 $200,000

V-82 Marchall Center Master Plan Update 1 REET-C $100,000 $0 $0 $106,090 $0 $0 $0 $106,090 2011 $106,090

V-83 VTC - Additional indoor courts Six new with parking addition 2 REET-C $4,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,502,035 $0 $4,502,035 2013 $4,502,035

V-84 VTC - Raquetball Court Roof resurfacing/upgrade 2 REET-C $50,000 $0 $51,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $51,500 2010 $51,500

V-85 VTC - lobby / entry Upgrade lobby/entry/offices 2 REET-C $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,125,509 $0 $1,125,509 2013 $1,125,509

V-86 VTC - ADA improvements Improvements throughout 2 REET-C $1,000,000 $0 $0 $1,060,900 $0 $0 $0 $1,060,900 2011 $1,060,900

V-87 VTC- upstairs remodel Improve offices / space 2 REET-C $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $579,637 $579,637 2014 $579,637

V-88 Vancouver Tennis Center Resurface outdoor courts 2 REET-C $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $65,564 $0 $0 $65,564 2012 $65,564

V-89 Community Garden Expansion Haagen, MCC, NH Parks All REET-C $30,000 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,000 M,G,D,P tbd 2009 $30,000

V-90 Off-leash Area #2 - West-side Development Match 1 REET-C $15,000 $0 $15,450 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,450 tbd 2010 $15,450

V-91 Miracle League sports field development match 4 REET-C $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $57,964 $57,964 tbd 2014 $57,964

V-92 Pacifc Park sports fields softball and soccer 4 REET-C $300,000 $0 $309,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $309,000 tbd 2010 $309,000

TOTAL $31,855,000 $2,090,000 $950,950 $1,386,125 $21,652,286 $7,938,562 $1,237,601 $34,755,523 -- $2,500,000 $34,755,523

 

Planning

V-93 Sports Field Plng Analysis City of Vancouver fields All REET-C $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $56,275 $0 $56,275 2013 $56,275

V-94 Parks Comprehensive Plan Update City Element All REET-C $50,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 -- -- 2010-11 $50,000

V-95 Columbia River Crossing park, trail planning 1 REET-C $80,000 $0 $82,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $82,400 2010 $82,400

TOTAL $180,000 $0 $107,400 $25,000 $0 $56,275 $0 $188,675  $0  $188,675

GRAND TOTAL CITY $94,305,038 $7,723,655 $8,567,688 $24,036,530 $35,097,628 $18,239,971 $9,308,505 $101,755,977 $19,162,500 $111,518,477

Uninflated Local 
Cost
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

Urban Park Acquisition 
C-1 Neighborhood Park #5-2 N of18th/W of 162nd 5 PIF-A $503,633 $0 $0 $534,304 $0 $0 $0 $534,304 G,D,P 2011 $534,304
C-2 Nieghborhood Park #5-3 N of Cherry Park 5 PIF-A $503,633 $0 $0 $0 $0 $566,843 $0 $566,843 G,D,P 2013 $566,843
C-3 Neighborhood Park #5-4 N of Vydra Park 5 PIF-A $503,633 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $583,849 $583,849 G,D,P 2014 $583,849
C-4 Neighborhood Park #6-1 Near Covington Elem. School 6 PIF-A $453,383 $453,383 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $453,383 G,D,P tbd 2009 $453,383

C-5 Neighborhood Park #6-2 S of Padden.E of 94th 6 PIF-A $453,383 $0 $0 $480,994 $0 $0 $0 $480,994 G,D,P tbd 2011 $480,994

C-6 Curtin Creek (UNA) Curtin Creek Corridor 6 PIF-A $235,000 $0 $0 $249,312 $0 $0 $0 $249,312 G,D,P 2011 $249,312

C-7 Neighborhood Park #7-1 N of Truman Elem 7 PIF-A $743,778 $0 $766,091 $0 $0 $0 $0 $766,091 G,D,P tbd 2010 $766,091

C-8 Community Park #7-1 Central PIF 7 7 PIF-A $5,312,700 $0 $5,472,081 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,472,081 G,D,P $500,000 2010 $5,472,081

C-9 Community Park #7-2 North/Central PIF 7 7 PIF-A $5,312,700 $0 $0 $0 $5,805,331 $0 $0 $5,805,331 G,D,P $500,000 2012 $5,805,331

C-11 Community Park #7-4 East/Central PIF 7 7 PIF-A $5,312,700 $5,312,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,312,700 G,D,P tbd 2009 $5,312,700

C-12 Neighborhood Park #8-1 N of 78th/W of St. John's 8 PIF-A $506,436 $506,436 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $506,436 G,D,P tbd 2009 $506,436

C-13 Sport Field Complex N of 78th/W of St. John's 8 TBD $953,645 $953,645 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $953,645 G,D,P $900,000 2009 $953,645

C-14 Neighborhood Park #8-2 S of 68th/E of 17th 8 PIF-A $506,439 $0 $521,632 $0 $0 $0 $0 $521,632 G,D,P tbd 2010 $521,632

C-15 Neighborhood Park #8-3 S of 119th/E of 205 8 PIF-A $506,436 $0 $0 $537,278 $0 $0 $0 $537,278 G,D,P tbd 2011 $537,278

C-16 Neighborhood Park #8-4 S of 99th/W of St. Johns 8 PIF-A $506,436 $0 $0 $0 $553,396 $0 $0 $553,396 G,D,P tbd 2012 $553,396

C-17 Neighborhood Park #8-5 S of 99th/E of 25th 8 PIF-A $506,436 $0 $0 $0 $0 $569,998 $0 $569,998 G,D,P tbd 2013 $569,998

C-18 Community Park #8-1 Central PIF 8 or Hazel Dell exp 8 PIF-A $3,617,400 $0 $3,725,922 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,725,922 G,D,P $500,000 2010 $3,725,922

C-19 Community Park #9-1 Central PIF 9 9 PIF-A $1,654,290 $1,654,290 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,654,290 G,D,P tbd 2009 $1,654,290

C-20 Neighborhood Park #9-1 NE 114th/4th Ave 9 PIF-A $579,002 $0 $0 $0 $0 $651,672 $0 $651,672 G,D,P tbd 2013 $651,672

C-21 Neighborhood Park #10-1 NE 25th Ave/125th ST 10 PIF-A $420,665 $0 $0 $0 $459,672 $0 $0 $459,672 G,D,P tbd 2012 $459,672

C-22 Neighborhood Park #10-2 Chinook Park add or alt 10 PIF-A $420,665 $420,665 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $420,665 G,D,P tbd 2009 $420,665

C-23 Neighborhood Park #10-3 N of 149th/E of 11th 10 PIF-A $420,665 $0 $433,285 $0 $0 $0 $0 $433,285 G,D,P tbd 2010 $433,285

C-24 Neighborhood Park #10-4 N of 179th/E of I-5 10 PIF-A $420,665 $0 $0 $0 $0 $473,462 $0 $473,462 G,D,P tbd 2013 $473,462

C-25 Neighborhood Park #10-5 N of Sal Crk/E of 2nd Ave 10 PIF-A $420,665 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $487,666 $487,666 G,D,P tbd 2014 $487,666

TOTAL $30,774,388 $9,301,119 $10,919,011 $1,801,888 $6,818,399 $2,261,976 $1,071,515 $32,173,907  $2,400,000 $32,173,907

Urban Park Development
C-26 Alki Road Park Level II development 1 PIF-D, REET-C $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $521,673 $521,673 G,D,P tbd 2014 $521,673

C-27 Vandervort Park Park Development 4 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $740,000 $0 $762,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $762,200 G,D,P tbd 2010 $762,200

C-28 Tiger Tree Park Park Development 5 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $590,000 $590,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $590,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $590,000

C-29 North Sifton Park Park Development 5 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $730,000 $0 $0 $774,457 $0 $0 $0 $774,457 G,D,P tbd 2011 $774,457

C-30 Dogwood Park Park Development 5 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $795,000 $0 $0 $843,416 $0 $0 $0 $843,416 G,D,P tbd 2011 $843,416

C-31 Covington Park Park Development 6 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $1,350,000 $1,350,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,350,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $1,350,000

C-32 Curtin Creek Community Park Park Development 6 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $4,500,000 $0 $0 $4,774,050 $0 $0 $0 $4,774,050 G,P $500,000 2011 $4,774,050

C-33 St. Johns Park Park Development 7 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $480,000 $480,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $480,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $480,000

C-34 Tower Crest Park Park Development 7 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $530,000 $0 $0 $562,277 $0 $0 $0 $562,277 G,D,P tbd 2011 $562,277

C-35 Minnehaha East Park Park Development 7 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $585,000 $0 $602,550 $0 $0 $0 $0 $602,550 G,D,P $0 2010 $602,550
C-36 Bosco Farm Park Development 7 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $995,000 $0 $0 $1,055,596 $0 $0 $0 $1,055,596 G,D,P $490,000 2011 $1,055,596
C-37 Lalonde Park Park Development 8 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $720,000 $720,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $720,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $720,000

C-38 Hazel Dell Park Phase II Development 8 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $500,000 $0 $0 $530,450 $0 $0 $0 $530,450 G,D,P tbd 2011 $530,450

C-39 Pleasant Valley Community Park Level II development 8 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $1,650,000 $0 $0 $1,750,485 $0 $0 $0 $1,750,485 G,P $500,000 2011 $1,750,485

C-40 Jack D Fazio Park Park Development 9 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $770,000 $770,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $770,000 G,D,P $380,000 2009 $770,000

C-41 Sorenson Park Development 9 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $550,000 $0 $0 $583,495 $0 $0 $0 $583,495 G,D,P tbd 2011 $583,495

C-42 Stanton Park Development 10 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $660,000 $660,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $660,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $660,000

C-43 Salmon Creek Community Club Park Development 10 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $630,000 $0 $0 $668,367 $0 $0 $0 $668,367 G,D,P tbd 2011 $668,367

C-44 Chinook Park Park Development 10 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $650,000 $0 $669,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $669,500 G,D,P tbd 2010 $669,500

C-45 Fairgrounds Community Park Level II development 10 PIF-D, GCPD, REET-U $9,000,000 $9,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,000,000 G,P $300,000 2009 $9,000,000

TOTAL $26,875,000 $13,570,000 $2,034,250 $11,542,592 $0 $0 $521,673 $27,668,515  $2,170,000  $27,668,515

Total Estimated 

Cost

Estimated Cost with Annual Inflation (3%) Total Estimated 

Local Cost

Outside 

Funding 

Source

Expected 

Outside Cost

Clark County-Urban Unincorporated Area

Project Name Description       PIF

Local Funding 

Source

Uninflated Local 

CostPrj #
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

C-46 Curtin Creek Trail Salmon Cr Grnwy - Padden 7 GCPD $650,000 $650,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $650,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $650,000

C-47 Lalonde Creek Greenway Salmon Cr Greenway to BPA 8 GCPD $325,000 $325,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $325,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $325,000

C-48 Lalonde Creek Trail Salmon Creek Grnwy to BPA 8 GCPD $325,000 $0 $0 $0 $355,136 $0 $0 $355,136 G,D,P tbd 2012 $355,136

C-49 Cougar Creek Greenway Hazel Dell Ave to Salmon Cr 9 GCPD $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $1,000,000

C-50 Cougar Creek Trail Hazel Dell Ave to Salmon Cr 9 GCPD $900,000 $0 $927,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $927,000 G,D,P tbd 2010 $927,000

C-51 Whipple Creek Trail Whipple Cr to Fairgrounds (1m) 10 GCPD $325,000 $0 $0 $344,793 $0 $0 $0 $344,793 G,D,P tbd 2011 $344,793

C-52 Salmon Creek Trail I-5 to WSU 8&10 GCPD $55,742 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $64,620 $64,620 G,D,P tbd 2014 $64,620

C-53 Burnt Bridge Creek Trail Kevanna Park to NE 162nd Ave 5 GCPD $150,956 0 0 0 $164,954 0 0 $164,954 G,D,P tbd 2012 $164,954

TOTAL $3,731,698 $1,975,000 $927,000 $344,793 $520,090 $0 $64,620 $3,831,503  $0 $3,831,503

C-54 East Powerline Trail 192nd ave. to Lacamas TH 5 REET-U $550,000 $0 $0 $0 $601,000 $0 $0 $601,000 S,G,P $1,650,000 2012 $2,251,000

C-55 Vancouver Lake Trail Lake River Bridge 9 REET-U $1,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,738,911 $1,738,911 G,P tbd 2014 $1,738,911

C-56 Salmon Creek Greenway Trail Lake River to Klineline Ponds 9/10 REET-U $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,159,274 $1,159,274 G,D,P $3,000,000 2014 $4,159,274

C-57 Salmon Creek Trail Bank Stabilization 9/10 REET-U $100,000 $0 $103,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $103,000 G,P tbd 2010 $103,000

C-58 Burnt Bridge Creek Trail Kevanna Park to 162nd Ave 5 REET-U $2,470,838 $0 $0 $2,621,312 $0 $0 $0 $2,621,312 G,D,P tbd 2011 $2,621,312

C-59 Curtin Creek Trail 119th St through park to 87th Ave 7 REET-U $2,067,728 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,327,246 $0 $2,327,246 G,D,P tbd 2013 $2,327,246

C-60 Cougar Creek Trail Hazel Dell to 119th St 9 REET-U $1,828,406 $0 $0 $0 $1,997,949 $0 $0 $1,997,949 G,D,P tbd 2012 $1,997,949

C-61 Lalonde Trail Sherwood North to 99th St via BPA 8 REET-U $1,641,600 $0 $0 $1,741,573 $0 $0 $0 $1,741,573 G,D,P tbd 2011 $1,741,573

C-62 Salmon Creek Trail Salmon Crk Park to Pleasant Valley 
P k

8&10 REET-U $15,297,593 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,217,576 $0 $17,217,576 G,D,P tbd 2013 $17,217,576

C-63 Whipple Creek Trail 11th Ave to HB Fuller 10 REET-U $2,986,875 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,361,754 $0 $3,361,754 G,D,P tbd 2013 $3,361,754

C-64 Trail Development Support volunteer projects All REET-U $120,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $120,000 G,D,P $120,000 2009-2014 $240,000
TOTAL $29,563,040 $20,000 $123,000 $4,382,885 $2,618,948 $22,926,576 $2,918,185 $32,989,595  $4,770,000 $37,759,595

C-65 Orchards Community Park Upgrade Shelter - utilities 6 REET-U $80,000 $0 $0 $84,872 $0 $0 $0 $84,872 -- -- 2011 $84,872

C-66 UUA Neighborhood Parks ADA access improvements All REET-U $60,000 $10,000 $10,300 $10,609 $10,927 $11,255 $11,593 $60,000 G,D,P tbd 2009-2014 $60,000

C-67 UUA NH / COMM Parks-as needed Capital Repairs All REET-U $900,000 $150,000 $154,500 $159,135 $163,909 $168,826 $173,891 $900,000 -- -- 2009-2014 $900,000

C-68 UUA Community Parks, as needed Playground Upgrades - ADA All REET-U $120,000 $20,000 $20,600 $21,218 $21,855 $22,510 $23,185 $120,000 G,D,P tbd 2009-2014 $120,000
TOTAL $1,160,000 $180,000 $185,400 $275,834 $196,691 $202,592 $208,669 $1,164,872  $0 $1,164,872

C-69 Salmon Creek Greenway Greenway Lake River to WSU 9 CF $820,000 $0 $844,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,600 G,D,P $0 2010 $844,600

TOTAL $820,000 $0 $844,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,600  $0 $844,600

Urban Park Improvements & Repair

Conservation Area Acquisitions

Trail Development & Improvements

Trail Acquisitions - GCPD

Clark County-Urban Unincorporated Area (continued)
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

C-70 English Pit Rifle Range Upgrades 4 REET-U $10,000 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,000 D,P tbd 2009 $10,000

C-71 H.B. Fuller Sports Field Development 10 REET-U $675,000 $0 $695,250 $0 $0 $0 $0 $695,250 G,D,P tbd 2010 $695,250

C-72 Curtin Creek Sports Field Development 11 REET-U $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $218,545 $0 $0 $218,545 G,D,P tbd 2012 $218,545

C-73 All Saints mini-mods (Lakeshore) Sports Field Development 9 REET-U $300,000 $0 $0 $318,270 $0 $0 $0 $318,270 G,D,P tbd 2011 $318,270

C-74 Harmony Sports Complex Sports Field Development 4 REET-R $687,000 $0 $154,500 $569,703 $0 $0 $0 $687,000 M,G,D,P tbd 2010-2011 $687,000

C-75 Hazel Dell Sport Fields Sports Field Development 8 REET-U $8,000,000 $0 $4,120,000 $4,243,600 $0 $0 $0 $8,000,000 G,D,P tbd 2010-2011 $8,000,000

C-76 Hockinson Comm Park Phase 2 Sports Field Development 5 REET-U $1,500,000 $0 $1,545,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,500,000 G,D,P tbd 2010 $1,500,000

C-77 Pacific Park Sports Fields Softball and Soccer Fields 4 REET-U $3,300,000 $0 $0 $3,500,970 $0 $0 $0 $3,300,000 G,D,P tbd 2011 $3,300,000

C-78 BMX Facility Special Facility Development ? REET-U $200,000 $0 $206,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $200,000 G,D,P tbd 2010 $200,000

TOTAL $14,872,000 $10,000 $6,720,750 $8,632,543 $218,545 $0 $0 $14,929,065  $0 $14,929,065

Planning
C-79 Park/Facility/Open Space Maps All REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS) $15,000 $0 $15,450 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,450 -- -- 2010 $15,450

C-80 Policy Manual All REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS) $25,000 $0 $25,750 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,750 -- -- 2010 $25,750

C-81 Matching Fund Program Devel All REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS) $50,000 $0 $51,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 -- -- 2010 $50,000

C-82 ADA Transition Plan All REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS) $60,000 $0 $41,200 $21,218 $0 $0 $0 $60,000 -- -- 2007-2009 $60,000

C-83 Organizational Study/Business Plan All REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS) $75,000 $50,000 $25,750 $0 $0 $0 $0 $75,000 -- -- 2007-2010 $75,000

C-84 Parks Comprehensive Plan Update Urban Unincorporated Element All REET-U $50,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 -- -- 2010-2011 $50,000

C-85 Natural Resource Mgmt Plan All REET- U (REET-C, REET-R, PS) $200,000 $0 $77,250 $132,612 $0 $0 $0 $200,000 -- -- 2010-2011 $200,000

TOTAL $475,000 $50,000 $261,900 $178,830 $0 $0 $0 $476,200  $0 $476,200

GRAND TOTAL UUA $108,271,126 $25,106,119 $22,015,911 $27,159,365 $10,372,674 $25,391,143 $4,784,663 $114,078,258 $9,340,000 $118,848,258

Special Facility Development & Improvements

Clark County-Urban Unincorporated Area (continued)
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

R-1 Lacamas Creek/Lake Mouth to Lacamas Lake Park R CF $1,090,000 $0 $1,122,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,122,700 G,D,P $390,000 2010 $1,512,700

R-2 Mud Lake Main Lewis R/Mud Lake Area R CF $840,000 $0 $865,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $865,200 G,D,P $0 2010 $865,200

R-3 Lower Washougal River Little Washougal to Mouth R CF $710,000 $0 $731,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $731,300 G,D,P $277,000 2010 $1,008,300

R-4 L. Washougal / U. Washougal River Headwaters to Washougal River R CF $790,000 $0 $0 $838,111 $0 $0 $0 $838,111 G,D,P $0 2011 $838,111
R-5 Salmon Creek forested uplands Acquisition (Saunders) R CF $2,065,000 $2,065,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,065,000 G,D,P 2009 $2,065,000
R-6 CF - In-holding and additions various property acquisitions R CF $500,000 $100,000 $200,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 G,D,P 2009-2011 $500,000

TOTAL $5,995,000 $2,165,000 $2,919,200 $1,038,111 $0 $0 $0 $6,122,311  $667,000  $6,789,311

R-7 Ridgefield/Battle Ground Area Acquisition (~200 acres) R no current $8,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $25,000 $7,975,000 $0 $8,000,000 G,D,P tbd 2009-2010 $8,000,000
R-8 Chelatchie Prairie Corridor Acquisition (~320 acres) R no current $12,800,000 $0 $0 $300,000 $12,500,000 $0 $0 $12,800,000 G,D,P tbd 2011-2012 $12,800,000
R-9 Trust Land Transfer Accept Trust Lands from DNR R state $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000

TOTAL $23,800,000 $0 $0 $300,000 $12,525,000 $7,975,000 $0 $20,800,000  $3,000,000  $23,800,000

R-10 Camp Bonneville Pre-Development Site Work R -- n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 n/a S,F,P tbd 2012-2014 n/a

R-11 Camp Currie Renovation R REET-R $100,000 $0 $0 $106,090 $0 $0 $0 $106,090 G,D,P $90,000 2011 $196,090

R-12 Frenchmans Bar Phase II Park Development R REET-R $1,000,000 $75,000 $824,000 $136,591 $0 $0 $0 $1,000,000 -- tbd 2006-2011 $1,000,000

R-13 Green Mountain Park Phase I Development R REET-R $900,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,012,958 $0 $1,012,958 G,D,P tbd 2013 $1,012,958

R-14 Lower Daybreak Park Phase I Development R REET-R $1,400,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,529,818 $0 $0 $1,529,818 G,D,P tbd 2012 $1,529,818

R-15 Camp Lewisville Renovation R REET-R $1,200,000 $150,000 $0 $848,720 $0 $0 $0 $1,200,000 G,D,P tbd 2008-2010 $1,200,000

R-16 Brush-Prairie Regional Park Park Development R REET-R $1,850,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,850,000 G,D,P tbd 2013-2014 $1,850,000

TOTAL $6,450,000 $225,000 $824,000 $1,091,401 $1,529,818 $1,012,958 $0 $6,698,866  $90,000 $6,788,866

R-15 Moulton Falls Repair and stain main bridge R REET-R $45,000 $0 $0 $47,741 $0 $0 $0 $47,741 -- -- 2011 $47,741

R-16 Lewisville Park New Play Equipment in Sec A R REET-R $50,000 $0 $0 $53,045 $0 $0 $0 $53,045 D tbd 2011 $53,045

R-17 Environmental Interpretive Signage Fabrication & Installation R REET-R $75,194 $75,194 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $75,194 -- -- 2009 $75,194

R-18 Lewisville Park Maintenance Shop Rehab R REET-R $200,000 $0 $0 $212,180 $0 $0 $0 $212,180 -- -- 2011 $212,180

R-19 Frenchman's Bar Spray Park R REET-R $225,000 $0 $0 $0 $245,864 $0 $0 $245,864 G,D,P tbd 2012 $245,864

R-20 Salmon Creek Regional Park Pave overflow parking lot R REET-R $280,000 $0 $288,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $288,400 -- -- 2010 $288,400

R-21 Lewisville Park Replace Play Equip-Bath House R REET-R $750,000 $25,000 $725,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $750,000 D tbd 2009-2014 $750,000

R-22 Regional Capital Repairs Restoration R REET-R $1,400,000 $200,000 $206,000 $212,180 $218,545 $225,102 $231,855 $1,400,000 -- -- 2009-2014 $1,400,000

R-23 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 $1,400,000 2009-2014 $1,400,000

R-24 Lower River Road Safety Public Safety Upgrades R REET-R $20,000 $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 2009 $20,000

TOTAL $4,445,194 $520,194 $1,425,400 $737,326 $682,954 $450,204 $463,710 $4,492,423  $0  $4,492,423

R-25 Livingston Mountain Trail WA State Forest Partnership R -- n/a n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 n/a P n/a 2009 n/a

R-26 Green Mountain Trail Green Mt Park to Goodwin Rd R REET-R $225,000 $225,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,000 L,G,D,P $900,000 2009 $1,125,000

R-27 Chelatchie Trail Reversionary rights R REET-R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 L,G,D,P n/a 2011 n/a

R-28 North South Powerline Trail Ross to Lewis River Greenway R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

R-29 East Fork Lewis River Trailhead at Lewis River Ranch R $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL $225,000 $225,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,000  $900,000  $1,125,000
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Year

R-30 Vancouver Lake Trail Vancouver Lk Park to Lake R R REET-R $250,000 $0 $50,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 F,S,L,G,D,P $750,000 2007-2008 $1,000,000

R-31 Chelatchie RR Trail Battle Ground to BG State Pk R REET-R $550,000 $0 $50,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $550,000 F,S,L,G,D,P $1,650,000 2007-2008 $2,200,000

R-32 Chelatchie RR Trail 99th to St. Johns R/UU REET-R $1,750,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000,000 $500,000 $1,750,000 F,S,L,G,D,P $5,250,000 2009-2011 $7,000,000

R-33 Regional Trail Signage Program Fabrication & Installation All REET-R $100,000 $0 $25,000 $75,000 $0 $0 $0 $100,000 G,D,P tbd 2008/2012 $100,000

R-34 Hantwick Rd. Trailhead Equestrian access Imp R REET-R $10,000 $10,000 $0 $0 $10,000 $0 $0 $10,000 2009 $10,000

TOTAL $2,660,000 $10,000 $125,000 $775,000 $10,000 $1,000,000 $500,000 $2,660,000  $7,650,000  $10,310,000

R-35 Vancouver Lake Rowing Club Boathouse R REET-R $50,000 $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 G,D,P tbd 2009 $50,000

R-36 Prairie HS Sports Fields BGSD Partnership R REET-R $700,000 $0 $500,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $700,000 G,D,P tbd 2010-2011 $700,000

R-37 Rural Sports Field Devel Program Matching Program R REET-R $1,000,000 $0 $125,000 $100,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $1,000,000 -- tbd 2010-2014 $1,000,000

R-38 Brush Prairie/Lauren Troxell Sports Field Development R REET-U $1,600,000 $0 $0 $125,000 $0 $1,000,000 $475,000 $1,600,000 G,D,P tbd 2011-2014 $1,600,000

R-39 Sports Field Site #3 La Center Area R REET-R $720,000 $0 $741,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $741,600 M,G,D,P tbd 2010 $741,600

R-40 Sports Field Site #1 Battle Ground area R REET-R $1,000,000 $0 $1,030,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,030,000 M,G,D,P tbd 2010 $1,030,000

R-41 Sports Field Site #2 Ridgefield Area R REET-R $1,260,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,260,000 $0 M,G,D,P tbd 2011 $0

R-42 Sports Field Site #4 Amboy Area R REET-R $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $437,091 $0 $0 $437,091 tbd 2012 $437,091
R-43 Tri-Mountain Golf Course Annual Debt Service R REET-E $3,265,080 $543,780 $543,940 $544,100 $544,260 $544,420 $544,580 $3,265,080 tbd 2009-2014 $3,265,080

TOTAL $9,995,080 $50,000 $2,396,600 $425,000 $687,091 $1,250,000 $1,985,000 $5,558,691  $0 $8,823,771

Planning

R-44 Park Ranger Program Feasibility Study R REET-R $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,138 $0 $28,138 -- -- 2013 $28,138

R-45 Green Mountain Master Plan R REET-R $45,000 $0 $0 $0 $49,173 $0 $0 $49,173 -- -- 2012 $49,173

R-46 Lower Daybreak Park Master Plan R REET-R $125,000 $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $125,000 2009 $125,000

R-47 Camp Currie Master Plan R REET-R $86,190 $0 $0 $91,439 $0 $0 $0 $91,439 -- -- 2011 $91,439

R-48 Camp Lewisville Master Plan R REET-R $116,305 $116,305 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $116,305 -- -- 2009 $116,305

R-49 Parks Comprehensive Plan Update Regional Element R REET-R $50,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 -- -- 2010-2011 $50,000

R-50 Camp Bonneville Reuse and Master Plan Update R REET-R $400,000 $100,000 $206,000 $106,090 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 -- -- 2009-2011 $400,000

R-51 Vancouver Lake Boat complex Planning/Feasibility Study R REET-R $50,000 $0 $0 $53,045 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 2011 $50,000

TOTAL $897,495 $341,305 $231,000 $275,574 $49,173 $28,138 $0 $910,054  $0 $910,054

R-51 LaCenter Bottoms/ Lwr East Fork Interpretive Signage R REET-R $74,000 $0 $0 $78,507 $0 $0 $0 $78,507 -- -- 2011 $78,507

R-52 E Fork Restoration Partnerships Restoration R REET-R $120,000 $60,000 $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000 -- -- 2006-2007 $120,000

R-53 South Vancouver Lake Restoration Restoration R REET-R $225,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $50,000 $50,000 $225,000 -- -- 2006-2012 $225,000

R-54 Habitat & Greenway Restoration Americorps Match R REET-R $480,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $480,000 -- -- 2006-2012 $480,000

R-55 East Fork Lewis River Daybreak to Lewisville MP R REET-R $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $25,000 $35,000 $0 $60,000 -- -- 2012-2013 $60,000

R-56 East Fork Lewis River Paradise Pt to Lewisville MP R REET-R $157,560 $0 $0 $167,155 $0 $0 $0 $167,155 -- -- 2011 $167,155

R-57 East Fork Lewis River Greenway Management Plan R REET-R $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $347,782 $300,000 -- -- 2014 $300,000

TOTAL $1,416,560 $165,000 $165,000 $350,662 $130,000 $165,000 $477,782 $1,430,662  $0 $1,430,662

GRAND TOTAL REGIONAL $55,884,329 $3,701,499 $8,086,200 $4,993,073 $15,614,036 $11,881,299 $3,426,492 $48,898,007  $12,307,000 $64,470,087

TOTAL - ALL PROJECTS $258,460,493 $36,531,273 $38,669,799 $56,188,969 $61,084,338 $55,512,414 $17,519,659 $264,732,242  $40,809,500 $294,836,822

Special Facility Development

Open Space Preservation & Planning

Trail Development & Improvements

Clark County - Regional System (continued)
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APPENDIX H: PROPOSED 
PARK, RECREATION FACILITY, 
& OPEN SPACE MAPS 
 
The maps on the following pages show 
locations for parks, facilities, trails, and natural 
areas proposed in the Comprehensive Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Plan.  The locations 
are conceptual.  They are intended for 
planning purposes only.   
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APPENDIX I: FUNDING 
PROGRAMS  
 

FEDERAL & STATE FUNDING 
PROGRAMS 
  
AQUATIC LANDS ENHANCEMENT 

ACCOUNT (ALEA): WASHINGTON 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
This program 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.  
 
IAC GRANT PROGRAMS: 
WASHINGTON STATE INTERAGENCY 

COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR 

RECREATION 
The Interagency Committee for Outdoor 
Recreation (IAC) was created in 1964 as 
part of the Marine Recreation Land Act 
(Initiative 215). The IAC 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. IAC 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. (A separate summary has been 
prepared for the WWRP.)  
 
WASHINGTON WILDLIFE AND 

RECREATION PROGRAM (WWRP): 
WASHINGTON STATE INTERAGENCY 

COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR 

RECREATION (IAC)  
The IAC 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 IAC 
include the Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program. The WWRP is 
divided into 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. Certain state 
agencies may also apply for funding in 
natural areas, critical habitat, and state 
parks categories. Funds for local agencies 
are awarded on a matching basis. Grant 
applications are evaluated once each year. 
However, in 1999, the IAC limited project 
review in odd-numbered years to local 
park acquisition. The State Legislature 
must authorize funding for the WWRP 
project lists.  
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SALMON HABITAT RECOVERY 

GRANTS: WASHINGTON STATE 

SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING 

BOARD (SRFB)/LOWER COLUMBIA 

FISH RECOVERY BOARD (LCRFB)  
The Washington State Legislature 
established the Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board in 1999 to help support salmon 
recovery in Washington State. The SRFB 
provides grant funding to local, state, and 
private individuals and organizations for 
habitat protection and restoration projects 
and activities that produce sustainable and 
measurable benefits to fish. Grants are 
submitted through local and regional “lead 
entities,” where those have been 
established in the state. The Lower 
Columbia Fish Recovery Board serves as 
the lead entity for the lower Columbia 
region, including Clark County. During 
the initial grant cycle in 1999/2000, 
project sponsors were required to provide 
a minimum 15% local match and 
monitoring and stewardships programs 
had be provided for each project.  
 
WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM 

(WRP): NATURAL RESOURCES 

CONSERVATION SERVICE (NRCS)  
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.  
 
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 

ACT ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

PROGRAMS AND AUTHORITIES: U.S. 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
provides funds for environmental and/or 
ecosystem restoration projects under 
provisions of the Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA), as amended. 
Section 306 of the WRDA of 1990 
specifically authorizes environmental 
restoration as one of the primary missions 
of the Corps. Environmental and/or 
ecosystem restoration projects are 
intended to “improve the condition of a 
disturbed ecosystem, including its plant 
and animal communities, or portions 
thereof, to some prior ecological 
condition.” Various authorities and 
programs are established for these 
purposes. These include General 
Investigation Studies and “Continuing 
Authorities” under Sections 206 (’96), 
1135 (’86), and 204 (’92) of the WRDA. 
Generally, projects require the support of 
a local sponsoring organization and some 
level of cost sharing is required. The 
federal share on Continuing Authorities 
may range as high as $5 million. For 
General Investigations there is no per 
project cost limit.  
 
CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

(CRP): UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE – 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY  
The Conservation Reserve Program 
provides annual rental payments and cost-
share assistance to help preserve and 
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enhance sensitive habitat areas on 
qualifying agricultural lands. The program, 
established in 1986, is voluntary. Lands 
enrolled in the CRP must be used for 
riparian buffers, filter strips, shallow water 
areas for wildlife, or other uses that 
provide beneficial habitat values. 
Landowners enter into agreements that 
last 10 to 15 years. Unlike the 1998 CREP, 
the CRP is not limited to stream areas that 
support salmon runs listed under the 
federal Endangered Species Act.  
 
WASHINGTON CONSERVATION 

RESERVE ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 

(CREP): UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE – 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY/NATURAL 

RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

(NRCS)/CLARK COUNTY 

CONSERVATION DISTRICT  
This program is a federal/state 
partnership, authorized in 1998, that 
involves the retirement of farmland for 
conservation purposes. Washington 
CREP focuses on the preservation and 
restoration of riparian habitat that 
supports salmon listed under the 
Endangered Species Act. This voluntary 
program provides financial incentives to 
farmers and ranchers to remove lands 
from agricultural production. Eligible 
landowners enter into agreements for 
periods of 10 to 15 years. Landowners 
receive an annual rental payment and cost-
sharing is available for habitat 
enhancements. The federal Farm Service 
Agency is the primary administrative 
agency; the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service and Clark County 
Conservation District provide technical 
assistance.  

TRUST LANDS TRANSFER PROGRAM: 
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT 

OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
This program provides a mechanism to 
protect DNR-managed properties with 
significant natural, park, or recreational 
attributes while infusing money into the 
public school construction fund. The 
program has been in effect since 1989. 
The program identifies “common school 
trust lands” with significant park, 
recreation, and natural features, which are 
difficult to manage as income-producing 
properties for trust beneficiaries and 
transfers them to more appropriate 
ownership. The Legislature appropriates 
funds to “buy out” these properties from 
the School Trust Program. Revenues 
equal to the timber value on subject 
properties are placed in the Common 
School Construction Account, while the 
timber is not harvested. The Legislature 
also provides for the replacement of the 
land by appropriating the land value of the 
property to purchase other real property 
having better income potential for trust 
beneficiaries. The properties to be 
preserved may be transferred to local or 
state agencies. The selection process 
involves a detailed evaluation system. Key 
features include: 1) properties must have a 
high timber value to land value ratio; 2) 
properties must be of statewide 
significance for park, recreation, or natural 
area uses; and 3) the properties must have 
significant difficulties (e.g., sensitive 
wildlife habitat) in managing the property 
for income to trust beneficiaries.  
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JOBS FOR THE ENVIRONMENT (JFE): 
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT 

OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
The JFE program was created by the state 
Legislature in 1993. The program 
promotes the long-term, stable 
employment of dislocated natural resource 
workers in the performance of watershed 
restoration activities. The program 
provides minimum funding commitments 
for salaries and benefits for displaced 
workers, and funding is also available for 
training. Since its inception, the program 
has completed many in-stream, riparian, 
and upland restoration projects. Entities 
eligible to apply for funding include state 
and local governments, tribes, and 
nonprofit organizations. Funding 
proposals will focus on limiting factors 
and recovery strategies within all or a 
portion of a Water Resource Inventory 
Area (WRIA). Specific projects will then 
be identified, prepared, and approved for 
implementation over the life of the grant 
agreement.  
 
FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM: 
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT 

OF NATURAL RESOURCES /U.S. 
FOREST SERVICE  
This program provides funds to acquire 
permanent conservation easements on 
private forestlands that are at risk of being 
converted to non-forest uses such as 
residential or commercial development. 
Congress established the program in 1990, 
and DNR is the lead state agency for the 
program in Washington State. The 
program is intended to preserve “working 
forests,” where forestlands are managed 
for the production of forest products and 
where traditional forest uses are 

encouraged. These uses will include both 
commodity production and non-
commodity values such as healthy riparian 
areas, important scenic, aesthetic, cultural, 
fish, wildlife and recreation resources, and 
other ecological values. Historically, the 
program focus has been on the I-90 
Highway Corridor east of Puget Sound 
within the Mountains-to-Sound Greenway 
area.  
 
WASHINGTON STATE ECOSYSTEMS 

CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

(WSECP): U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE (USFWS)  
This WSCEP was established in 1990 and 
is divided into federal- and state-managed 
components. The federal program focuses 
funds on projects that help restore habitat 
for threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species and, secondarily, for species of 
concern. In addition, the program 
attempts to concentrate funds within a 
limited number of watersheds to 
maximize program benefits. The program 
provides funds to cooperating agencies or 
organizations. These grants, in turn, can 
be distributed among project sites. The 
program requires a 50% cost-share from 
cooperating agencies, and individual 
landowners at project sites must enter into 
maintenance/management agreements 
that have a 10-year minimum duration.  
 
WASHINGTON STATE ECOSYSTEMS 

CONSERVATION PROGRAM– 

UPLAND WILDLIFE RESTORATION 

INITIATIVE: WASHINGTON STATE 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

(WDFW)  
The Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife will purchase important upland 
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habitat, or provide technical and/or 
financial assistance to protect, restore, or 
enhance such habitat on private property. 
The program emphasizes certain target 
species including pheasant, quail, and 
turkey, but also emphasizes protecting and 
enhancing habitats that support species 
diversity. The program covers the entire 
state, with an emphasis on eastern 
Washington. Private landowners who 
volunteer for this program enter into 
agreements that outline protection and 
maintenance programs. The program 
includes both agricultural and forestlands.  
 
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS: 
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT 

OF TRANSPORTATION SOUTHWEST 

WASHINGTON DISTRICT  
The Southwest Washington District of the 
Washington State Department of 
Transportation undertakes a variety of 
multi-modal transportation construction 
and improvement projects. These include 
non-motorized transportation 
improvements that target pedestrian, 
bicycle and other non-motorized methods 
of transportation. For example, the 
department started in 1999 a large-scale 
interchange realignment and widening 
project along I-5, between Main Street 
and N.E. 78

th 
Street. The project includes 

a pedestrian overpass that will facilitate a 
connection of the Burnt Bridge Creek trail 
system, which is currently divided by the 
freeway. In general the cost of the 
improvements directly associated with the 
bicycle/pedestrian element can be utilized 
as a source of local matching funds for 
grant application purposes.  
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 

GRANTS: U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT  
Clark County and Vancouver receive 
funds each year from the federal 
Community Development Block Grant 
Program. These funds are intended to 
develop viable urban communities by 
providing decent housing and a suitable 
living environment, and by expanding 
economic opportunities, principally for 
low and moderate income persons.  
Vancouver distributes its annual allocation 
among community development projects 
(streets, parks, sidewalks, etc.), housing 
projects and administration. City policy 
has placed an increasing emphasis on 
using CDBG funds for housing-related 
projects, with an allocation goal of 40%. 
Both city agencies and qualifying non-
profit organizations apply for project 
funding during an annual review process.  
Funds received by Clark County are 
administered by an Urban County Policy 
Board whose membership is made up of 
the mayor or a designated representative 
from each town and city in the county 
(not including Vancouver) and one county 
commissioner. Agencies and jurisdictions 
submit projects for consideration during 
an annual review process. Funds are 
awarded on a competitive basis. Policy 
divides project allocations evenly between 
infrastructure and social service projects.  
 
BOATING FACILITIES PROGRAM 
Funding for this program comes from gas 
taxes from Washington boaters. Eligible 
projects are those that feature acquisition, 
development, planning, and renovation 
that relates to boat ramps, transient 
moorage, or upland support facilities. 
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Projects that mix planning with 
acquisition or development may be 
allocated up to $1,000,000, while projects 
that involve planning only may be 
allocated up to $200,000. These grants are 
made by the IAC and require a minimum 
25% match from a local agency.  
 
NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAIL 

PROGRAM 
This program, administered by the IAC, is 
funded by federal gasoline taxes attributed 
to recreation on non-gasoline tax 
supported roads. Funded projects include 
upkeep and repair of recreational trails 
that provide a “backcountry experience,” 
as well as safety and environmental 
programs. The IAC will contribute $5,000 
to $10,000 to education programs and up 
to $50,000 to others. At least 20 percent 
of the project funding must come from 
the application sponsor in the form of 
cash, bond, or an approved contribution 
of labor or materials.  
 
NON-HIGHWAY AND OFF-ROAD 

VEHICLES ACTIVITIES PROGRAM  
These program grants are funded by off-
road vehicle (ORV) gas tax and permits. 
Acceptable uses for funds include the 
acquisition, development, maintenance, 
and management of opportunities for 
ORVs, hikers, equestrians, bicyclists, and 
other users of non-highway roads. 
Depending on the project, maximum 
grants are between $50,000 and $100,000.  
 
PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS 
Private foundations provide money to a 
wide variety of agencies, as long as the 
work of those agencies advances their 
specific missions. A number of 
foundations do not provide grants to 

governments, however, and competition 
makes grant difficult to find and equally 
difficult to secure.  
 
SAFE, ACCOUNTABLE, FLEXIBLE, 
EFFICIENT TRANSPORTATION EQUITY 

ACT – A LEGACY FOR USERS 

(SAFETEA-LU)  
Originally known as the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA), this program funds a wide 
variety of transportation related projects. 
In 1998, it was reauthorized under the 
name Transportation Equity Act for the 
Century (TEA-21). The act was 
authorized again in 2005 as SAFETEA-
LU, with similar provisions to ISTEA and 
TEA-21. In addition to bicycle, 
pedestrian, and trail-related capital 
projects, SAFETEA-LU funds can 
generally be used for landscape and 
amenity improvements related to trails 
and transportation. The money can also 
be used for maintenance. SAFETEA-LU 
funds are primarily focused on regional 
systems and not local neighborhood trails.  
 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

(USFWS)/WASHINGTON STATE 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

(WDFW)  
USFW and WDFW may provide technical 
assistance and administer funding for 
projects that enhance water quality, 
including debris removal, flood mitigation, 
and enhancements to water crossings.  
 
YOUTH ATHLETIC FUND 
This grant program aims to fund new, 
improved, and better maintained outdoor 
athletic facilities for youth and their 
communities. The program was 
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established as part of the same state 
referendum (48) that funded the Seattle 
Seahawks Stadium. Administered by the 
IAC, applicants must match 50% of funds 
awarded. Amounts vary from a $5,000 
minimum for maintaining existing 
facilities to a maximum of $150,000 for 
developing new ones. Most of this grant 
money has been allocated.  
 

LOCAL FUNDING 
OPTIONS  
 
EXCESS LEVY: CLARK COUNTY & 

VANCOUVER 
Washington law allows cities and 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. Excess levies 
by school districts are the most common 
use of this authority.  
 
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS: 
CLARK COUNTY & VANCOUVER 
For the purposes of funding capital 
projects, such as land acquisitions or 
facility construction, cities and 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. Vancouver and Clark County 
have maximum debt limits for voter-
approved bonds of two and one-half 
percent of the value of taxable property in 
the city and the county, respectively. The 

city has an additional two and one-half 
percent for municipal water, sewer and 
lighting facilities, and an additional two 
and one-half percent for acquisition and 
development of open space and park 
facilities.  
 
COUNCILMANIC BONDS: CLARK 

COUNTY & VANCOUVER 
Councilmanic bonds may be sold by cities 
and counties without public vote. The 
bonds--both principal and interest--are 
retired with payments from existing 
county or city revenue or new general tax 
revenue, such as additional sales tax or 
real estate excise tax. For both cities and 
counties, the Legislature has set a 
maximum debt limit for councilmanic 
bonds of one and one-half percent of the 
value of taxable property in the city or 
county, respectively.  
 
REVENUE BONDS: CLARK COUNTY 

& VANCOUVER 
Revenue bonds are sold with the intent of 
paying principal and interest from revenue 
generated by the improvement, such as 
fees and charges. For example, revenue 
bonds might be sold to fund a public 
water system that will generate revenue 
through utility charges to customers. 
Other funds may be dedicated to assist 
with repayment; however, it is desirable to 
have the improvements generate adequate 
revenue to pay all bond costs. Limits on 
the use and amount of revenue bonds are 
generally market-driven through investor 
faith in the adequacy of the revenue 
stream to support bond payments.  
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DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES: 
CLARK COUNTY & VANCOUVER 
Development 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. Under the 
Growth Management Act of 1990 (ESHB 
2929), 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 
space, and recreation facilities. Clark 
County and Vancouver both charge 
impact fees on new development to help 
pay for park and transportation facilities. 
Several school districts within the county 
have also adopted development impact 
fees.  
 
UTILITY TAXES: VANCOUVER 
Cities are authorized to impose taxes on 
utility services, such as telephone, electric 
and natural gas. Legislative maximums 
limit the amount of tax that may be 
collected. For example, the maximum tax 
rate for electric and natural gas is six 
percent. Maximums may be exceeded for 
a specific purpose and time period with 
majority voter approval. City operated 
water and sewer utilities do not share the 
6% limit.  
 
SALES TAX: CLARK COUNTY & 

VANCOUVER 
Washington law authorizes the governing 
bodies of cities and 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.  

Cities and counties may impose by 
resolution or ordinance, a sales and use 
tax at a rate of five-tenths of one percent 
on any "taxable event" within their 
jurisdictions. Cities and counties may also 
impose an additional sales tax at a rate "up 
to" five-tenths of one percent on any 
taxable event within the city or county. In 
this case, the statute provides an electoral 
process for repealing the tax or altering 
the rate.  
 
REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX: CLARK 

COUNTY & VANCOUVER 
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. The 
authority of cities and counties may be 
divided into four parts.  
A city or county may impose a real estate 
excise tax on the sale of all real property 
in the city or unincorporated parts of the 
county, respectively, at a rate not to 
exceed 1/4 of 1% 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 . . . " This tax is now 
in effect in both Vancouver and Clark 
County.  
 
A city or county may impose a real estate 
excise tax on the sale of all real property 
in the city or unincorporated parts of the 
county, respectively, at a rate not to 
exceed 1/2 of 1%, in lieu of a five-tenths 
of one percent sales tax option authorized 
under state law. These funds are not 
restricted to capital projects. The statute 
provides for a repeal mechanism.  
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A city or county--in counties that are 
required to prepare comprehensive plans 
under the new Growth Management Act--
are authorized to impose an additional real 
estate excise tax on all real property sales 
in the city or unincorporated parts of the 
county, respectively, at a rate not to 
exceed 1/4 of 1%. These funds must be 
used "solely for financing capital projects 
specified in a capital facilities plan element 
of a comprehensive plan."  
 
REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX – LOCAL 

CONSERVATION AREAS: CLARK 

COUNTY  
Boards of County Commissioners may 
impose--with voter approval--an excise 
tax on each sale of real property in the 
county at rate not to exceed one percent 
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."  
 
STATE-DISTRIBUTED MOTOR 

VEHICLE FUND: CLARK COUNTY & 

VANCOUVER 
State law establishes requirements for 
planning, construction and preservation of 
trails and paths during the construction or 
reconstruction of both limited-access and 
nonlimited-access highways. It also 
authorizes cities and counties to expend 
state-distributed motor vehicle fund 

revenues for planning, accommodating, 
establishing and maintaining trails and 
paths. Qualified trails and paths must be 
served by highways or their rights-of-way, 
or must separate motor vehicle traffic 
from pedestrians, equestrians, or bicyclists 
to a level that will materially increase 
motor vehicle safety, and be part of the 
adopted comprehensive plan of the 
governmental authority with jurisdiction 
over trails.  
 
REGULAR PROPERTY TAX – LID LIFT: 
CLARK COUNTY & VANCOUVER 
Counties and cities are authorized to 
impose ad valorem taxes upon real and 
personal property. A county's maximum 
levy rate for general county purposes is 
$1.80 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. A 
city's maximum levy rate for general 
purposes is $3.375 per $1,000 of assessed 
valuation unless the city is annexed to 
either a library or fire district, in which 
case the city levy may not exceed $3.60 
per $1,000 of assessed valuation. Based on 
the city's Firemen's Pension Fund and the 
existence of the FV Regional Library, 
Vancouver currently has a statutory limit 
of $3.325 per $1,000 of assessed valuation.  
Limitations on annual increases in tax 
collections, coupled with changes in 
property value, causes levy rates to rise or 
fall. However, in no case may they rise 
above statutory limits. Once the rate is 
established each year under the statutory 
limit, it may not be raised without the 
approval of a majority of the voters. 
Receiving voter approval is known as a lid 
lift. A lid lift may be permanent, or may 
be for a specific purpose and time period. 
Other limits on taxing authority remain in 
effect, such as the aggregate levy rate 
limits of $5.90 per $1,000 of assessed 
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value and 1% of true and fair market 
value.  
 
CONSERVATION FUTURES: 
CLARK COUNTY 
The Conservation Futures levy is 
provided for in Chapter 84.34 of the 
Revised Code of Washington. Boards of 
County Commissioners may impose by 
resolution a property tax up to six and 
one-quarter cents per thousand dollars of 
assessed value for the purpose of 
acquiring interest in open space, farm, and 
timber lands. The Board of Clark County 
Commissioners adopted the Conservation 
Futures levy in October 1985. 
Conservation Futures funds may be used 
for acquisition purposes only. Funds may 
be used to acquire mineral rights, and 
leaseback agreements are permitted. The 
statute prohibits the use of eminent 
domain to acquire property. Clark County 
allows all eligible jurisdictions, including 
cities, to apply for funding from 
Conservation Futures.  
 
LEGISLATIVE ACTION 
The state legislature provides for special 
capital allocations to support projects of 
special concern and interest.   
 

INCENTIVE MEASURES 
 
CURRENT USE TAXATION: CLARK 

COUNTY  
Clark County's current use taxation 
program applies to lands in both 
incorporated and unincorporated areas. It 
provides tax reductions to land holders in 
return for maintaining their land in an 
undeveloped condition. The program 
derives its authority in the 1970 

Washington Open Space Taxation Act 
(RCW 84.34, 458-30 WAC), which 
establishes procedures for tax deferments 
for agricultural, timber, and open space 
lands. Owners of such lands may apply to 
be taxed according to current use, rather 
than true market value--a considerable 
difference in some cases. When the 
property is removed from the program, 
the tax savings realized by the land owners 
for a period dating back up to seven years, 
plus interest, are collected. Tax savings 
dating back further than seven years may 
not be collected. If the removal of 
classification or change of use occurs in 
less than ten years or if the owner fails to 
provide two years advance notification of 
withdrawal, an additional 20 percent 
penalty is imposed.  
 
DENSITY BONUSES: CLARK COUNTY 

& VANCOUVER 
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. For density 
bonuses to work, market forces must 
support densities at a higher level than 
current regulations.  
 
PARKLAND DEDICATION 
Parkland dedication allows developers to 
dedicate land or capital infrastructure in 
exchange for a park impact fee credit. The 
developer is entitled to a credit against the 
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applicable impact fee component for the 
fair market value of any dedication of land 
and reasonable documented construction 
costs acceptable to the jurisdiction and 
associated with the improvement to, or 
new construction of system 
improvements provided by the developer 
to facilities that are/were identified in the 
capital facilities plan and that are required 
by the jurisdiction as a condition of 
approval for the immediate development 
proposal. Parkland dedication in lieu of 
fee is allowed under Section 20.915.090 of 
the City of Vancouver Municipal Code 
and under Section 40.630.060 of Clark 
County Code.  
 
TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 

RIGHTS: CLARK COUNTY & 

VANCOUVER 
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.  
 

REGULATORY MEASURES  
 
A variety of regulatory measures are 
available to state and local agencies and 
jurisdictions. Clark County and Vancouver 
have exercised their regulatory authority 

under several programs. Programs 
available to state and local agencies 
include: Forest Practices - Conversion of 
Timber Lands, Washington Department 
of Natural Resources; Shorelines 
Management Program, Clark County & 
Vancouver; State Environmental Policy 
Act (SEPA), Clark County & Vancouver; 
and Hydraulic Code, Washington State 
Department of Fisheries and Department 
of Wildlife.  

 

OTHER METHODS  
 
LAND TRUSTS 
Land trusts are private non-profit 
organizations that traditionally are not 
associated with any government agency. 
Land trusts that have completed projects 
in Clark County include the Nature 
Conservancy (TNC), the Trust for Public 
Land (TPL) and the Columbia Land 
Trust.  
 
PARKS AND RECREATION 

FOUNDATION 
The Parks and Recreation Foundation of 
Vancouver and Clark County was 
established in 1999 to accept donations, 
gifts, and bequests for the enrichment of 
our community’s parks, recreation, and 
cultural services. It was formed to offer a 
stable source of funding to enable parks 
to serve at the basic level and beyond. The 
Foundation is a 501(C)3, non-profit 
corporation, and all gifts are tax-
deductible. It is governed by a board of 
directors that oversee, invest, and 
administer the donations made to the 
Foundation.  
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PRIVATE GRANTS, DONATIONS, AND 

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 fund-raising efforts 
can also support park, recreation, or open 
space facilities and projects.  
 
BUSINESS 

SPONSORSHIPS/DONATIONS 
Business sponsorships for youth, teen, 
adult and senior programs are available 
throughout the year. Sponsorships and 
donations range from $5 to $1,000. In-
kind contributions are often received, 
including food, door prizes and computer 
equipment.  
 
SPONSORSHIP OR NAMING RIGHTS 
This practice generates revenue by 
offering sponsorship and naming rights to 
private entities.   
 
FUNDRAISING 
Fundraising projects are used to support 
special projects and programs. Recycling 
drives, golf tournaments and candy sales 
are three examples of successful 
fundraising efforts.  
 
 
 

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS  
State law provides for interagency 
cooperative efforts between units of 
government. Joint acquisition, 
development and use of park, recreation 
and open space facilities has been 
successfully used by both Vancouver and 
Clark County. Shared school/park 
facilities are the most visible example of 
this concept.  
 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 
The concept of public/private 
partnerships has become increasingly 
popular for park and recreation agencies.  
The basic approach is to enter into a 
working agreement with a private 
corporation, non-profit organization, or 
other agency to help fund, build, and/or 
operate a public facility.  Generally, the 
three primary incentives that a public 
agency can offer are a free site, tax 
advantages, and facility access.  While the 
public agency may have to give up certain 
responsibilities or control, it is one way of 
providing public facilities at lower cost.   
 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE UTILITY 

CORRIDORS: BONNEVILLE POWER 

ADMINISTRATION (BPA)/CLARK 

PUBLIC UTILITIES/VANCOUVER 
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. 
Historically, some utility companies have 
cooperated with local governments for 
development of public programs such as 
parks within utility corridors.  
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LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT: 
CLARK COUNTY & VANCOUVER 
Local Improvement Districts can be 
formed by local governments for capital 
projects. The capital project must directly 
benefit those properties that are assessed, 
and there must be a relationship between 
the benefit received and the assessment 
paid. Typically, these districts fund 
improvements to sewer, water or road 
systems through bonds that are 
subsequently paid back from special 
assessments that are levied on district 
members. LIDs are initiated by petition, 
or in the case of a citywide project, the 
city could initiate the project by 
resolution. A petition signed by property 
owners representing 60 percent of the 
affected area is necessary to stop a project. 
Funding for LIDs is usually spread over 
10 years. Specific legislation covers use 
and operation of various LIDs.  
 
PARK AND RECREATION DISTRICTS: 
INDEPENDENTLY-ELECTED PARK 

DISTRICT COMMISSIONERS  
Park and recreation districts may be 
formed for the purposes of providing 
leisure-time activities and recreation 
facilities. Authorized facilities include 
parks, playgrounds, public campgrounds, 
boat ramps, public hunting and fishing 
areas, bicycle and bridal paths, and "other 
recreation facilities." Park and recreation 
districts are explicitly authorized to 
acquire and hold real and personal 
property. Formation of a park and 
recreation district must be initiated by 
petition and requires voter approval.  
 
 

PARK AND RECREATION SERVICE 

AREAS: BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS 
Park and recreation service areas may be 
formed to finance, acquire, construct, 
improve, maintain or operate park and 
recreation facilities. They may be initiated 
by a resolution adopted by the county 
legislative authority or by a petition. Voter 
approval is required. Members of the 
county legislative authority, acting ex 
officio and independently, compose the 
governing body of any park and recreation 
service area created within their county.  
 
METROPOLITAN PARK DISTRICT: 
INDEPENDENTLY-ELECTED PARK 

DISTRICT COMMISSIONERS  
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 
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 may be initiated in cities of 
five thousand population or more by city 
council or city commission ordinance, or 
by petition, and requires voter approval. 
The proposed district must have limits 
coextensive with the limits of the city, and 
must exclude cities of the fourth class.  
 
METROPOLITAN MUNICIPAL 

CORPORATION: INDEPENDENT 

BOARD OF DESIGNATED ELECTED 

OFFICIALS AND APPOINTEES 
Metropolitan municipal corporations may 
be formed in any area of the state 
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containing two or more cities of which 
one is a city of the first class (e.g., 
Vancouver). They may be authorized to 
perform one or more of the following 
functions: water pollution abatement, 
water supply, public transportation, 
garbage disposal, parks and parkways, and 
comprehensive planning. Formation of a 
metropolitan municipal corporation may 
be initiated by resolution from the largest 
city, two or more smaller cities, the board 
of county commissioners of the proposed 
area, or by petition. Voter approval is 
required.  
 
MATCHING FUND PROGRAMS 
With a matching fund program, the 
VCPRD would extend its financing by 
matching revenue raised by community 
groups for capital projects.  The 
Department is currently exploring a 
matching fund program in a limited 
capacity for sports field development.   
 
CHARGES FOR SERVICES 
Revenue for maintenance and operations 
can be generated through fees and 
charges, including: 

• Parking fees, boat launch fees, park user fees:  
Revenue from daily fees or seasonal 
passes can support maintenance and 
operations at various sites. 

• Facility rentals: The Department can 
increase revenue for park services by 
expanding rental facilities (picnic 
shelters, amphitheater, meeting rooms, 
swimming pools, etc.) or by increasing 
rental fees and other facility-use 
charges.   

• Property rental/leases:  A Property 
Management Program manages eleven 
agricultural and seven residential 

rental properties throughout Clark 
County. These properties are owned 
by either Clark County or the City of 
Vancouver and managed by the 
Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation 
Department.  VCPRD may be able to 
identify additional opportunities for 
short or long term leases for property 
by clubs and other concessionaires.  

• Retail sales of merchandise and food:  
Program locations can include gift 
shops or food and beverage 
operations run by VCPRD or external 
vendors.  These operations generate 
revenue for the District.   

• Membership dues:  VCPRD facilities can 
offer memberships for visitation or 
use of the fitness activities and other 
programs. 

• Event admissions, program and class fees:  
This category is earned revenue 
through gate admissions to facilities or 
program and class fees.  Charges in 
this category are set by the Board of 
Park Commissioners through the fee 
and charges schedule. 

 
VOLUNTEER RESOURCES 
Volunteers from community groups have 
participated in a wide range of different 
VCPRD projects, including tree planting, 
invasive species removal, trail 
maintenance, and environmental 
education. Through labor and the 
provision of resources, volunteers can 
make a definite and lasting contribution to 
maintaining parks, green spaces, and 
natural areas.   
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APPENDIX J: PARK IMPACT 
FEE PROGRAM & RATE 
CALCULATION 
 
The park impact fee program was approved in 
the mid 1990s by both the City of Vancouver 
and Clark County to provide a funding source 
for the acquisition and development of urban 
parkland in the Vancouver urban area. The 
program establishes level of service standards 
for urban parks, including neighborhood and 
community parks and urban open space, and 
assesses park impact fees on new residential 
development to offset the cost of providing 
these parks.  
 
The formula used to compute park impact fee 
rates is based on the cost of land and the cost 
of park development in each of the 10 park 
districts that cover the Vancouver urban 
growth area. They are fixed until modified by 
county or city action. 
 
The park fees currently charged by Vancouver 
were last updated in 2004 and Clark County in 
2003. Although PIF rate updates have 
historically occurred concurrently with 
updates to the Comprehensive Parks, 
Recreation & Open Space Plan, the 2007 
review of PIF rates will occur through a 
separate process. No rate changes are 
proposed in this document. 
 
STATUTORY AUTHORITY 
State statute (RCW 82.02) authorizes qualified 
Washington counties and cities to collect 
impact fees to “ensure that adequate facilities 
are available to serve new growth and 
development.” The statute requires that 
impact fees are reasonably related to and 
reasonably benefit the new development, and 
they must not exceed a proportionate share of 
system improvements. 
 
Public facilities on which impact fees may be 
spent are limited to parks, roads, schools, and 

fire protection facilities. These facilities must 
be part of a capital facilities plan that is a 
component of an adopted comprehensive 
land use plan. Impact fees must be expended 
or encumbered within six years of collection, 
or refunded. 
 
The statute also requires an “adjustment to 
the cost of public facilities for past or future 
payments made or reasonable 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. 
 
Both City ordinance (VMC 20.915.100) and 
County code (CCC 40.630.010) anticipate that 
“Impact fee rates shall be adjusted periodically 
to reflect changes in costs of land acquisition 
and construction, facility plan projects, and 
anticipated growth.”  
 

 
BACKGROUND OF THE PARK 
IMPACT FEE PROGRAM 
 
CLARK COUNTY 
On September 26, 1990, the Clark County 
Board of Commissioners adopted Ordinance 
1990-09-47, establishing park impact fees on 
new residential development within the 
unincorporated urban area around Vancouver. 
Fee collection began on January 24, 1991. The 
park impact fee applied to land acquisition 
only, and was based on existing land values, a 
standard of 7.5 acres of urban park land per 
thousand population, the number of residents 
per household (2.6 for single-family and 1.9 
for multi-family), and a 5% proportionate 
public share (referred to as the “shift”). 
Exemptions were allowed for publicly owned 
low-income housing and public schools. 
The Board of Commissioners amended the 
PIF ordinance on April 28, 1993, to allow for 
school impact fees (Ordinance 1993-04-29); 
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on July 21, 1993, to expand the defin
exemptions of low-income housing 
(Ordinance 1993-07-21); and on January 25
1994, to revise provisions for waivers and 
credits (Ordinance 1994-01-35). Additional 
changes were made on February 8, 1994, to 
better define service areas, change the credit
basis, and modify procedures for ad
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On December 28, 1994, the Board of 
Commissioners made significant changes to 
county code in order to implement the GMA
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Ordina
1994-12-53). Changes to PIF inclu
establishing “greenspaces” as the 
development standard for undeveloped urban
sites, allowing closing costs to be included i
PIF, codifying 6 acres per thousand as the 
acquisition service standard, and authorizin
joint city/county administration of imp
fe
 
On August 6, 1996, Clark County adopted 
fundamental changes to its park impact fee 
program to fulfill its role in the city-county 
coordinated effort (Ordinance 1996-08-03). 
Development fees were added, new rates w
established, acquisition and development 
standards were set and a new 0.25% Real 
Estate Excise Tax (REET) was impose
years to fund the
d
 
Clark County made administrative and 
transportation changes to the general impact 
fee program on October 9, 1996 (Ordinan
1996-10-24); zoning, administrative, and 
procedural changes on December 10, 1997 
(Ordinance 1997-12-47); and eliminated low-
income housing exemptions on , 

population respectively; 

 dwelling occupancy of 2.59 and 1.9 
persons for single-family

1
 
In the 2001 Comprehensive Plan update, PIF 
rates in the Vancouver urban-unincorporated 
area were reviewed and updated. The updat
rates reflected increases in acquisition an
development costs. During this update, 

calculation of the Cost Adjustment Factor 
(CAF), which accounts for other sources of
public funds, was changed from a perce
based to a revenue-based method. The 
updated rates were adopted in May 2002, as 
part of the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation
and Open Space Plan upd
O
 
In 2002, Clark County extended REET 
collection in the urban area for 30 years (to 
2032) and adjusted the allocation of revenue
With this extension, fifty percent of R
funds were reallocated to economic 
development, while the remaining fifty 
percent of revenue remained dedicated to 
parks purposes, including park, sports fie
and trail development. This realloca
affects the relative cost adjustment 
n
 
In January of 2003, Clark County increased its
development component of the rate to $169
per person ($440 per single-family unit and 
$321 per multi-family unit). Acquisitio
remained unchanged. (Cl
O
 
 
THE CITY OF VANCOUVER 
The City of Vancouver instituted impa
for parks, roads, and schools with the 
adoption of Ordinance M-3201 on Augus
1995. Fees were based on four elements: 

 land and development c
10 urban park districts; 

 acquisition and development standar
6 acres and 4.25 acres per

units, respectively; a


 
The City’s park and recreation plan was 
incorporated into the impact fee program and
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fees for the 10 park districts were reaffirmed 
with the adoption of Ordinance M-3206 o
September 5, 1995. On January 16, 1996,
Vancouver adopted Ordinance M-3224, 
which amended the city’s zoning o
achieve consistency between the 
comprehensive plan and its implementin
ordinances, as required by the Growth 
Management Act. Section 20.97.090 codified
p
 
In order to properly fund the City’s public 
share of park development, the Vancou
City Council adopted on July 1, 1996, 
Ordinance M-3251 establishing a new 0.25%
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) within the 
City, effective until 2002. Revenue generate
was to be used to address the service level
deficit in existing neighborhoods as state 
statute prohibits park impact fees from being 
used for this purpose. Funds were dedic
to
 
The City of Vancouver extended REE
collections permanently in 2002 and 
reallocated 30% of revenues to transportation
uses, up to a maximum of $500,000 per year 
plus inflation. City REET revenues available 
for parks purposes are now primarily
to debt service on recreation center 
construction and redevelopment. These 
allocations affect the relative cost adjustmen
necessitated by the REET funding source. 
(City of Va
M
 
Updated PIF rates for the City we
in May 2002, as part of the 2001 
Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space Plan update (City of Vancouver 
Ordinance M-3584). This rate update
included an adjustment to the CAF 
calculation
County.  
The City of Vancouver also updated its ra
in 2004, lowering the acquisition rate an 
average of $30 per person from 2001, and 

$244 per person. (City of Vancouver 
Ordinance M-3652) 
 
 
2009 (PROPOSED) TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
In 2009, proposed amendments to the Parks 
Comprehensive Plan, the Clark County Code, 
and the Vancouver Municipal Code will 
streamline the process for future park impact 
fee (PIF) rate updates by removing references 
to PIF rate schedules and numeric calculation 
factors, and will establish a process for 
adoption of rate changes using a PIF 
Technical Document to adopt both rate 
schedules and numeric calculation factors. 
 

 
FEE STRUCTURE & RATE 
CALCULATIONS 
Park Impact Fee rates are determined for each 
PIF district by calculating the cost of 
acquiring and developing parkland 
necessitated by new development and 
deducting the impact of taxes and fees 
currently paid by new home-owners towards 
park acquisition and development (the cost 
adjustment factor, or CAF).  
 
 

 
 
ACQUISITION COMPONENT 

Acquisition Cost + Development Cost – CAF = PIF

Currently, the per person land acquisition 
component of the park impact fee is 
calculated, by PIF District, based on the 
average assessed value of an acre of vacant, 
non-critical land, plus average additional 
transaction costs, multiplied by the urban park 
acreage standard (6 acres/1,000 people). This 
per person rate is then multiplied by the 
number of people per dwelling unit to 
determine the single family and multi-family 
acquisition components. Acquisition costs are 
developed using a compilation of the assessed 
values of vacant/underutilized, non-critical, 
residentially zoned lands within each of the 
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ten park districts, using the county’s vacant 
lands model. This method was chosen for use 
in the 2001 Comprehensive Plan update due 
to consistence with other datasets, large 
sample size, and the reliability of the 
Assessment & GIS database.  The exclusion 
of critical lands most closely reflects the 
current need for neighborhood and 
community parklands. 
 
Calculations are also based on the following 
inputs: 

 The most current statistical data available 
for the average persons per household for 
a single family unit or duplex, and for a 
multi-family unit. (US Census Bureau and 
Washington State Office of Financial 
Management (OFM)). 

  

 Standard of 5 acres of community and 
neighborhood parks and 1 acre of urban 
open space per 1,000 residents. Generally, 
a mixture of 3 acres of community park 
and 2 acres of neighborhood park is 
desired to compose the five acre 
acquisition standard for park land. 

 “Greenspace” or Level 1 development 
costs incurred to secure the site and 
reduce liability, preserve existing natural 
resources and provide the opportunity for 
passive recreational use until the site is 
more fully developed. (See Ch.3 
Development Standards). 

 
DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT 
The development cost component is constant 
for all PIF districts. The average development 
cost per acre for neighborhood and 
community parks is determined by averaging 
the cost of recent development projects and 
the estimated cost of near term projects.  The 
average per acre cost is weighted to reflect the 
varying guidelines for the proportion of 
neighborhood to community parks (2 
acres/1,000 persons versus 3 acres/1,000 
persons respectively). The average cost is then 

multiplied by the 4.25 acre/1,000 person 
development standard and the number of 
persons per dwelling unit to determine the 
single family and multi-family development 
component.  
For development components of the fee, the 
inputs include: 

 The most current census data available for 
the average persons per household for a 
single family unit or duplex, and multi-
family unit. (US Census Bureau and 
Washington State Office of Financial 
Management (OFM)) 

 Standard of 4.25 acres of developed 
community and neighborhood per 1,000 
residents. 

 Level 2 development standard for 
neighborhood and community parks (See 
Ch.3 Development Standards). 

 
 

THE COST ADJUSTMENT FACTOR 
The Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) reflects 
the contribution of other sources of public 
funds to park development, as the financing 
system cannot rely solely on impact fees. 
(RCW 82.02.050 (2) It is intended to meet two 
statutory requirements. First RWC 82.02.060 
(1) (b) requires that a local impact fee include: 
(a)n adjustment to the cost of the public facilities for 
past or future payments made or reasonably 
anticipated to be made by new development to pay for 
particular system improvements in the form of user 
fees, debt service payments, taxes, or other payments 
earmarked for or proratable to the particular system 
improvement. 
Second, RCW 82.02.050 (2) provides that, 
“the financing for system improvements to 
serve new development must provide for a 
balance between impact fees and other 
sources of public funds and cannot rely solely 
on impact fees.”   
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Because CAF is intended to address two 
distinct statutory requirements, a two-step 
approach to calculating the value of CAF is 
used: 
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1. Revenue-Based CAF: As a first step, the 
CAF is calculated based solely on 
“payments made or reasonably anticipated 
to be made by new development to pay 
for particular system improvements.” 
(a)  Identify principles for including a 

candidate revenue source in the CAF 
calculation. 

(b)  Survey parks revenue sources and 
identify specific sources to include. 
For each included revenue source, 
estimate the per capita contribution of 
new development. Combine these 
contributions into an Acquisition 
CAF, a Development CAF, and a 
Total CAF. 

(a)  

2. Minimum CAF: As the second step, 
compare the Total CAF to the total (per 
capita) PIF in each district. If the Total 
CAF equals or exceeds the minimum level 
(recommended at 5% of total PIF) for a 
district, no further action is needed – the 
district meets its “minimum CAF” 
requirement.  However, if the Total CAF 
is less than 5% of a district’s per capita 
PIF, increase the Acquisition CAF and/or 
Development CAF by the amount(s) 
necessary to bring the total to 5%.  The 
allocation of this increase between the 
Acquisition and Development CAF 
should be at the discretion of the City 
Council and Board of County 
Commissioners, and should be based on 
their evaluation of the likely availability of 
public funds for those purposes. 

 
Revenue-Based CAF Principles 
Step One of the CAF Methodology is 
identification of principles to be used in 
deciding whether a revenue source should be 
considered a “payment made or reasonably 
expected to be made by new development to 
pay for particular system improvements.” The 
statute contemplates payments “in the form 
of user fees, debt service payments, taxes, or 
other payments earmarked for or proratable 
to the particular system improvement.” The 

following principles are recommended as 
guidelines for determining whether particular 
revenue streams fall within this category.  

1. Covered System Improvements: A revenue 
stream should be included in the CAF 
calculation only if it supports (i.e. is 
earmarked for or proratable to) system 
improvements of a type for which park 
impact fees are assessed – in particular, 
the neighborhood parks (acquisition and 
development), community parks 
(acquisition and development) and urban 
open space (acquisition). Rationale: the 
intent of the statute is to prevent “double-
charging” new development for system 
improvements, once via PIF and once via 
other payments. If a particular cost or 
facility type is not covered by PIF (i.e. is 
not included in the standard costs used to 
compute PIF), there is no possibility of 
“double-charging.” 

2. System Expansion vs. Repair and Renovation: A 
revenue stream should be included in the 
CAF calculation only if it supports 
projects which expand the capacity of the 
parks system as measured against the 
standards defined in the parks facilities 
plan; revenues supporting bona fide 
repair, reconstruction and renovation only 
should not be included.  Rationale: PIFs 
are collected and expended only for the 
purpose of increasing system capacity, so 
this principle is simply a corollary of the 
preceding one. Moreover, it seems 
unlikely that the legislature intended to 
prohibit localities from asking new 
development to participate, along with the 
rest of the community, in supporting the 
ongoing preservation of existing facilities. 

3. Earmarked Revenues: Revenues formally 
earmarked for expansion of covered 
facilities- by statutes, ordinance, or 
formally adopted local policy – should be 
included in the CAF calculation. 

4. Proratable Revenues: Revenues “proratable 
to particular system improvements” form 
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a potentially much broader category than 
earmarked revenues, and some judgment 
is required to determine how broadly the 
statutory language should be read. As a 
partial criterion we recommend that a 
candidate proratable revenue be included 
in the CAF calculation only if there is a 
distinct nexus between the occurrence of 
new development within the community 
and the subsequent availability of the 
revenue in question to the community. As 
a hypothetical example, if the State of 
Washington were to impose a new tax on 
development activity, and the proceeds of 
that tax were redistributed to cities and 
counties on a per capita basis for parks 
purposes, then that tax would be included 
in the CAF calculation – because 
development in the community (by raising 
its population) contributes to making the 
resource available to the community (via 
the redistribution formula). Conversely, 
grants awarded on the basis of project-
proposal competition, for example, would 
not be included in the CAF calculation, 
despite the possibility that new 
development may indirectly finance some 
portion of such a program through 
general federal or state taxes. Rationale: It 
seems likely that the legislature’s intent in 
adoption RCW 82.02.060 (1) (b) was to 
prevent substantial, direct “double-
charging” of new development by local 
governments, rather than to require an 
immensely complex tracing of marginal 
payments through the state and federal 
budgets. The criterion above is offered as 
a principled way of distinguishing direct 
“double-charging” from the more 
roundabout financial linkages. 

5. Reasonably Anticipated: In some cases, the 
Parks Department may find it useful to 
list funding sources in its comprehensive 
facilities plan which may or may not 
actually materialize – representing, for 
example, grants applied for or general 
fund support requested. We recommend 
that only revenues “reasonably 

anticipated” be included in the CAF 
calculation. The Parks Department may 
have to estimate the probability of 
receiving various types of funding to carry 
out this recommendation. Rationale: This is 
simply in conformity with the terms of the 
statute. 

 
Revenue Sources to Include in CAF 
The primary source for identifying candidate 
revenue sources for the CAF calculation is the 
financial element of the parks facilities plan. 
That document shows the planned revenue 
sources for all parks projects in the 2006-2012 
timeframe. The following paragraphs 
summarize the rationale for including or 
excluding each source, based on the principles 
outlined above.  

 REET-2: Include, assuming source is 
renewed and that it remains earmarked by 
ordinance  for parks development. 

 Greater Clark Parks District: Exclude, based 
on Principles 1 and 2. The Greater Clark 
Parks District is a metropolitan parks 
district formed by voters in 2005, which 
assesses a property tax primarily to 
provide revenue for the operation of 35 
urban-unincorporated parks and 5 trail 
segments. A limited amount of revenue is 
available for above-standard development 
of these parks; however this revenue is 
not available for the PIF-funded standard 
Level II development of these parks.  

 City General Fund: Exclude, based on 
Principles 2 and 5. Most of the projects 
listed as general fund-supported represent 
repair and renovation efforts, which do 
not increase the capacity of the parks 
system.  

 County Remediation Payment: Exclude, as this 
represents a single lump-sum payment 
made to the County a number of years 
ago (~$2.9 million) from accumulated 
fund balance. Thus it represents no tax 
burden on current or future development. 
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 CDBG & IAC Grants: Exclude, on the 
criteria proposed under Principle 4. 
Although these grant funs may arguably 
include some trace amount of tax dollars 
paid by new development, development 
itself does not cause these funds to be 
available to the community. 

 Private Donations: Exclude, as these are 
unconnected with any taxes, fees, or other 
payments imposed on new development. 

 Other Sources: There are additional funding 
sources included in the parks facilities 
plan to finance projects outside the core 
parks system to which PIF funding is 
dedicated. Such sources are excluded 
under Principle 1, i.e. they do not reflect 
spending on system improvements 
“covered” by the PIF program. 

CAF Calculations 
Of the candidate revenue sources reviewed 
above, only one is recommended for inclusion 
in the CAF calculation: REET-2. The 
following paragraphs outline assumptions and 
methodologies for this funding source. 
 
Real Estate Excise Tax Assumptions 
1. Continuation of Source: It is assumed that 

both the City of Vancouver and Clark 
County will continue collection of the 
0.25% real estate excise tax and that 
proceeds of the tax will continue to be 
dedicated, at least in part, to parks 
purposes. The CAF calculation accounts 
only for the percentage of REET-2 
devoted to parks development.  

2. First Sale: For the purpose of this 
calculation, the revenue attributed to new 
development is the tax collected on the 
first sale of newly developed residential 
property. The full value of the first sale is 
included in the calculation – that is, no 
attempt is made to estimate and deduct 
the value of the bare land underlying the 
new development. 

3. Occupants per dwelling Unit: The Cost 
Adjustment Factor (CAF) calculation shall 

assume the same persons per household 
statistical standard for single family or 
multi family dwelling units used for 
calculation of the park impact fee 
schedule for the applicable time period. 
This conforms to the assumptions 
incorporated in the Parks Facilities Plan.   

4. Single Family vs. Multi-Family Dwelling Units: 
According to City and County staff, 78% 
of residential building permits issued over 
the past four years have been for single 
family units, while 22% have been issued 
for multi-family units. This calculation 
assumes this mix will continue in the 
future. 

5. Single Family vs. Multi-Family Population: 
Combining assumptions 3 and 4 above, 
the distribution of population between 
single family units and multi-family units 
can be calculated: 83% of new population 
growth is expected to reside in single 
family units, compared to 17% in multi-
family units. (These figures are more 
heavily weighted towards single family 
units because each such unit is expected 
to house a larger number of occupants 
than each multi-family unit. Example: 
Given 100 new dwelling units, 78 are 
expected to be single family and 22 multi-
family. We expect the simple family units 
to house 78 x 2.6 = 202.8 residents, while 
the multi-family units will house 22 x 1.9 
= 41.8 persons. The total population will 
be 202.8 + 41.8 = 244.6. The single family 
units will house 202.8/244.6 = 83% of the 
total population, while multi-family units 
house 41.8/244.6 = 17%.) 

6. Multi-Family Unit Sales: New construction 
generates REET revenue at the time the 
newly constructed unit is sold. In the case 
of single family units, nearly all are 
expected to be sold prior to occupancy. 
(This analysis assumes that all single 
family units are sold prior to occupancy, 
ignoring builder-owned housing.) 
However, multi-family complexes (e.g. 
apartment buildings) may be occupied by 
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new residents – typically renters – without 
being sold. To take this into account, this 
calculation assumes that 20% of multi-
family units will change hands each year. 
Over the 2006-2012 period, this implies 
that 74% of multi-family units will be 
sold, generating REET revenues at least 
one time. 

7. Unit Sales Price: The average sale price of 
new single family dwelling unit is used, 
and the average sale price for multi-family 
homes is assumed at 50% of single-family. 
The 50% ratio reflects the ration or 
average construction costs for single 
family and multi-family housing units in 
the year 2000 (as of the last census) for 
Vancouver and Unincorporated Clark 
County, and the assumption that the 
ratios between construction costs and 
initial sales price are approximately equal 
for both types of housing.   

 
Real Estate Excise Tax Calculation 
1. REET per capita (Single Family) equals 

the median price of a new single family 
dwelling unit times the tax rate times the 
percent allocated to parks purposes 
divided by occupants per dwelling unit. 

2. REET per capita (Multi-Family) equals 
the median price of a new multi-family 
dwelling unit times applicable tax rate 
times the percent allocated to parks 
purposes divided by occupants per 
dwelling unit, times turnover rate (see 
assumption 6). 

3. Average REET per capita: REET per 
capita (Single Family) times percentage of 
new population in single family housing 
plus REET per capita (Multi-Family) 
times percentage of new population in 
multi-family housing. 

 
This calculation yields an average REET-2 
revenue amount for each jurisdiction per new 
resident. This is then multiplied by the 
average number of people per household to 
determine average single family and multi-

family CAF rates.  This calculated CAF must 
be compared to the 5% of total PIF 
minimum, and the greater of these deducted 
from the PIF development rate. 
 

 
FUTURE PIF RATE REVIEW 
 
RATIONALE FOR REVIEWING RATES 
The current fees charged by Vancouver and 
Clark County were last updated in 2004 and 
2002, respectively. Updating park impact fees 
will reflect changes in the costs of land 
acquisition and construction. Updating the 
rates will also fulfill the responsibility of the 
county and city to ensure new development 
pays a proportionate share of the park 
acquisition and development costs related 
based on the adopted service standards. 
 
The value of land, and therefore the cost of 
park acquisition, has risen since park impact 
fees were last set or adjusted. Development 
costs have also increased over the past few 
years, largely due to increases in material 
costs. Since 2004, material prices in general 
have increased 25-30%, and some common 
park construction materials, like asphalt and 
concrete, have increased over 75%. 
 
METHODOLOGY CHANGES 
The following methodology changes may be 
considered in the next rate review.  Updated 
urban park acquisition and development costs 
should be developed and used in future rate 
updates. 

 The park impact fee will be calculated 
using the formula adopted in City and 
County code, as further defined in the 
Park Impact Fee Technical Document 
adopted by the Board of Commissioners 
and the City Council.  The Park Impact 
Fee Technical Document will also include 
the current park impact fee rate schedule 
and a description of the indexing 
methodology.   

J-8 
I:\Acquisition, Design & Capital Improvements\Planning & Acquisition\Annual Review 2009\Text Amendments\2009 Comp Plan Text Amendment\Apx J 

PIF.doc 



________________________________________________________________________________________________________Appendix J 
Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Parks and Recreation & Open Space Plan 

J-9 
I:\Acquisition, Design & Capital Improvements\Planning & Acquisition\Annual Review 2009\Text Amendments\2009 Comp Plan Text Amendment\Apx J 

PIF.doc 

The adopted Park Impact Fee Program 
Technical Document may be revised 
periodically by the Board of 
Commissioners and the City Council 
when financial analysis establishes that 
there is a need for a major program 
update.  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 City 
Council. 

Indexing is the use of an annual fee 
adjustment based on a consumer price 
index (CPI) or other cost index to insure 
that fees keep pace with economic 
market changes. Annual indexing 
methodologies may be utilized for the 
review of the development and land 
acquisition components of the park 
impact fee calculation.   

Annual indexing of park impact fees 
would promote gradual changes to more 
accurately reflect the current economic 
market rather than the more significant 
modifications at irregular multi-year 
intervals. Because annual indexing would 
more closely reflect the actual acquisition 
and developments costs, this approach 
would minimize the accumulation of 
unintended public share liability resulting 
from irregular fee adjustments, as well a 
ensure the ability to meet adopted 
standards.  

   Level 1 Development (also known as 
greenspace improvement) generally occurs 
immediately after land is acquired to 
reduce liability and maintenance costs and 
facilitate interim passive recreational uses.  
As Level 1 improvements are associated 
with securing a site following acquisition, 
these costs should be included in the 
acquisition component of future fee 
updates.  (See Ch.3 Development 

Standards for further discussion of Level 
1 Development). 

 Updated CAF calculations to reflect 
changes in the median home sale prices 
and the relative percentage of other public 
funds dedicated to parks purposes.  
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APPENDIX K: EXISTING 
PARTNERSHIPS 
 
This plan includes a series of general and 
category-specific goals, objectives, and 
policies that emphasize the need for 
partnerships and interagency coordination.  
These include intergovernmental, 
interdepartmental, educational, public/private, 
and bi-state partnership activities. These kinds 
of partnerships will continue to be essential to 
meeting the needs of the park, recreation, and 
open space system and allow the department 
to share financial, acquisition, planning 
management, development, knowledge-
sharing, and community involvement 
responsibilities with other agencies and the 
community at large. This appendix documents 
some of the existing partnerships employed 
by Clark County and the City of Vancouver. 
 

PARTNERSHIP TYPES 
 
The City of Vancouver and Clark County 
employ varying types of partnerships, 
including:  

• Monetary, land, and in-kind donations 

• Bargain sales 

• Grant programs 

• Master planning and design 

• Recreation activities 

• Clean-up and stewardship 

• Research and monitoring 

• Habitat restoration/enhancement 

• Trail building 

• Community Involvement & education 

• Operations & maintenance 

 
PARTNERSHIP CATEGORIES 
 
The VCPRD partners with a variety of 
agencies and groups, including: 

• Federal agencies 

• State agencies 

• Cities and towns 

• Port districts 

• Schools & Colleges 

• Local government agencies & 
departments 

• Public utilities 

• Non-profit agencies 

• Private-sector business 

• Neighborhood groups 

• Individual citizens 

• Conservation Districts 

• Special Interest Groups 

 

AGENCY PARTNERS 
 
A partial list of specific agencies, 
organizations and programs that are now or 
that have recently been involved in 
partnerships with Clark County include the 
following: 
 
STATE & FEDERAL AGENCIES 
AmeriCorps 
Department of Community Trade and 
Economic Development  
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Early Childhood Education and Assistance 
Program 

Environmental Enhancement Group (EEG) 
Federal Aviation Administration  
Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office    
Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board 
(LCRFB) 
National Historic Reserve 
Natural Resource Conservation Service    
North American Wetlands Conservation Act 
(NAWCA) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Office of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, Child Nutrition Services 

Southwest Washington Trail Riders 
Association   

State of Washington for Motorcycle Program 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Child and Adult Care Food Program 

United States Department of Agriculture, 
Summer Food Service Program 

United States Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

United State Army Corps of Engineers  
United States Forest Service  
United States National Park Service 
Veterans Administrations  
Washington State Coalition to Promote 
Physical Activity 

Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW) 

Washington State Department of Health 
Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) 
Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources (Aquatic Lands Enhancement 
Account [ALEA] Program) 

Washington State Parks 
Washington State Interagency Committee for 
Outdoor Recreation (IAC)  
Washington State Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board (SRFB) 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program 
(WWRP) 

Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) 
 
CITIES & TOWNS 
Clark County 
City of Vancouver 
City of Camas 
City of Washougal 
City of Ridgefield 
City of La Center 
City of Battle Ground 
 
PORT DISTRICTS 
Port of Vancouver 
Port of Camas-Washougal 
Port of Ridgefield 
 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS & COLLEGES 
Battle Ground School District 
Camas School District 
Education Service District 112 
Evergreen School District 
Ridgefield School District 
Vancouver School District 
Washougal School District 
Ashmead College 
Battle Ground Home Link School 
Clark College 
Clark County Home Educators 
Private Schools 
Washington School for the Blind 
Washington School for the Deaf 
Washington State University 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES & 

DEPARTMENTS 
Clark County Community Education 
Programs 

Clark County Department of Public Works 
Clark County Health District 
Clark County Sheriff’s Department 
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Columbia Springs Environmental Education 
Center 

Vancouver Housing Authority 
City of Vancouver, Community Services 
City of Vancouver, Equipment 
Services/Operations  

City of Vancouver, Fire Department 
City of Vancouver, Foster Grandparent 
Program 

City of Vancouver, Grounds 
Maintenance/Operations 

City of Vancouver, Human Resource 
Department 

City of Vancouver, Office of Neighborhoods 
City of Vancouver, Police Department 
City of Vancouver, Retired and Senior 
Volunteer Program 

City of Vancouver, Water Resource 
Education Center (WREC) 

Clark County Department of Community 
Development 

Clark County Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Division 

Clark County Water Quality Division 
Clark County Watershed Stewards 
 
PUBLIC UTILITIES 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Clark Public Utilities 
 
NON-PROFIT AGENCIES 
Adult Day Center/Columbia River Mental 
Health Services 

Boy/Girl Scouts  
Boys and Girls Club of Southwest 
Washington 

Camas-Washougal Historical Society 
Churches 
Clark Conservation District 
Columbia Land Trust (CLT) 
Community Foundation of Southwest 
Washington 

Downtown Rotary Club 
Ducks Unlimited 

East Vancouver Rotary Club 
Economic Opportunity Committee of Clark 
County 

Fish First 
Friends of the East Fork (FOEF) 
Friends of Trees  
Georgia Pacific Foundation (James River) 
Hazel Dell Lion’s Club 
Hough Foundation 
Human Services Council 
Human Services Council/ESD 112  
International Society of Arboriculture, PNW 
Chapter 

National Arbor Day Foundation  
Northwest Youth & Family Alliance 
Parks and Recreation Foundation of 
Vancouver and Clark County 

Police Activity League 
Red Cross 
Ridgefield Community Services 
Salvation Army 
Share House 
Southwest Washington Medical Center 
Foundation 

Special Olympics  
Stop Hunger Warehouse 
Southwest Washington Independent Ford 
Thrust (SWIFT) 

Vancouver Audubon Society 
USPTA (United States Professional Tennis 
Association)   

USTA (United States Tennis Association 
YWCA of Clark County 
YMCA of Clark County 
 
PRIVATE SECTOR BUSINESSES 
Albertsons 
Bi-Mart 
Burgerville USA 
Camas-Washougal Chamber of Commerce 
Chinook Trails Association 
Clark County Indoor Sport Center 
Columbia Cascade 
First Independent Bank 
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Fred Meyer 
H.B. Fuller Corporation 
Habitat Partners 
Harmony Sports Association 
Hazel Dell Little League  
Holt Homes 
Humane Society 
International Air Academy  
McDonalds 
Mountain View Ice Arena 
NIKE 
Northwest Sports Photography  
Orchards Little League 
PacifiCorp   
Parent Teachers Association 
Play It Again Sports 
Riverview Community Bank  
Round Table Pizza 
Safeway 
Sports Medicine and Rehab Clinic  
State Farm Insurance 
Southwest Washington Medical Center   
Sysco Food Services 
Texaco  
Vancouver Girls Softball Association 
Vancouver Wildlife League 
Vancouver/Portland Rowing Club 
Waste Connections 
West Coast Bank 
 
INTEREST GROUPS 
All Weather Walkers Volkssport Club 
Amateur Softball Association 
American Legion Auxiliary 
Beaverton Bike Club 
Children’s Alliance of Washington 
Clark County Executive Horse Council 
Clark County Home Educators 
Clark County Running Cub 
Dog Owners for Greater Park Access in 
Washington (DOGPAW) 

East County Lewis & Clark Bicentennial 
Committee 

Evergreen Basketball Association 

Evergreen Officials Association 
Honor Ambassadors 
Portland Kayak & Canoe Team 
Spare Tire Bunch 
Sports Officials Services Inc 
St. Joe’s Swim Club (Use of Marshall Pool) 
Vancouver Bike Club 
Vancouver Softball Association 
Vancouver Swim Club 
Volleyball Board of Officials 
Washington Amateur Softball Association 
Youth Initiative 
 
SELECTED HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Historically, Clark County has relied heavily 
on partnerships and interagency coordination 
to acquire, develop, enhance, and manage 
regional park and open space lands and 
facilities.  Partnership projects that are 
currently active involve lands and facilities on 
Vancouver Lake, East Fork Lewis, North 
Fork Lewis, Washougal, Lacamas Lake and 
Lacamas Creek, and many other locations.  
Partnership projects have included a wide 
range of sports groups, conservation 
organizations, trail interests, neighborhood 
associations, and businesses and business 
groups.  Clark County should maintain these 
partnerships and develop new partnerships to 
help implement the 6-Year Capital 
Improvements Program.  Selected active 
projects appear below. 
 
EAGLE ISLAND 
Size: 279 acres. 
System: North Fork Lewis. 
Partnership Activities: Acquisition, 
development, restoration, and maintenance. 
Key Partners: Clark County, WDFW, 
Pacificorps, DNR, Fish First, LCFRB, SRFB. 
Project Highlights: Project involves the 
acquisition and preservation for habitat 
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purposes of Eagle Island.  Funding agencies 
include Clark County, DNR, Pacificorps, and 
LCFRB/SRFB.  Fish First and other 
conservation groups will assist with 
monitoring, restoration and stewardship 
activities.  Eagle Island provides critical 
habitat for the last viable run of wild fall 
chinook in the Columbia River system below 
Bonneville Dam, as well as other salmon and 
steelhead populations. 
 
SOUTH VANCOUVER LAKE 
Size: 873 acres. 
System: Vancouver Lake Lowlands (South). 
Partnership Activities: Acquisition, 
restoration, maintenance and operation. 
Key Partners: Clark County, Vancouver, 
WDFW, NRCS, USFWS, DU, CPU, IAC. 
Project Highlights: Clark County, WDFW, 
and city of Vancouver own and manage 873 
contiguous acres at south end of Vancouver 
Lake.  Clark County and the IAC provided 
funds for acquisition.  NAWCA and WRP 
funds will be used to restore more than 300 
acres of wetlands and associated uplands.  
 
EAST FORK LEWIS GREENWAY  
Size: 1,950 acres. 
System: Lower East Fork Lewis. 
Partnership Activities: Acquisition, 
restoration, maintenance and operation. 
Key Partners: Clark County, city of La Center, 
WDFW, State Parks, USFWS, NRCS, 
LCFRB, SRFB, Clark Conservation District, 
DU, IAC, Friends of the East Fork, 
Environmental Enhancement Group, Private 
Land Owners. 
Project Highlights: Project site includes 
almost 2,000 acres of contiguous shoreline 
and uplands habitat on East Fork Lewis 
between I-5 and Lewisville Park.  Over 425 
acres of wetlands and riparian habitat are 
scheduled to be restored utilizing funds from 
DNR/ALEA, NAWCA, WRP, LCFRB, 

SRFB, and other funding sources and 
agencies.  This project—as part of a 
coordinated group of projects funded under 
the NAWCA program—is part of the largest 
wetlands restoration project ever attempted 
on the lower Columbia River. 
 
CAMP CURRIE 
Size: 252 acres. 
System: Lacamas Lake and Lacamas Creek. 
Partnership Activities: Acquisition and 
maintenance/operation. 
Key Partners: Clark County, CLT, James 
River, IAC. 
Project Highlights: This project involves the 
acquisition of 252 acres of shorelines and 
uplands at the north end of Lacamas Lake.  
Key funding sources include Clark County’s 
Conservation Futures open space program, 
IAC/WWRP, and donated land value.  
Acquisition includes the Camp Currie group 
camp, which has been serving the community 
since the 1940s. 
 
EVERGREEN FISHERIES PARK 
Size: 62 acres. 
System: Central Columbia River Shoreline. 
Partnership Activities: Acquisition, 
development, and maintenance/operation. 
Key Partners: Clark County, Vancouver, 
WDFW, CPU, Evergreen Schools, IAC, CLT. 
Project Highlights: This project involves 
phase 2 acquisition, development, and 
management of a 62-acre park site on the Old 
Evergreen Highway, including WDFW’s 
Vancouver Trout Hatchery.  CPU is providing 
funds to help manage the hatchery and 
support outdoor education and stewardship 
activities.  The Columbia Land Trust is 
assisting with the acquisition of 9.5 acres, 
including East Biddle Lake.  Clark County 
(Conservation Futures) and the IAC (WWRP) 
are providing funds for acquisition and 
development of properties and recreation 
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facilities.  Evergreen School District utilizes 
the site for year-round outdoor education 
programs. 
 
BELLS MOUNTAIN TRAIL 
Size: 7.5 miles. 
System: Upper East Fork Lewis. 
Partnership Activities: Acquisition, 
development, and maintenance and operation. 
Key Partners: Clark County, DNR, IAC, 
Chinook Trail Association, Private 
Landowners. 

Project Highlights: Clark County secured 
funds through the IAC to develop a 7.5-mile 
multi-use trail system that connects Moulton 
Falls Regional Park to DNR’s Cold Creek 
Campground.  The trail corridor extends 
through DNR and some private forest lands.  
The Chinook Trail Association has assisted 
with flagging, surveying, mapping, brushing, 
tread clearing, and path construction; the 
CTA will continue to provide maintenance 
services along the trail system. 
 



 APPENDIX L:
Evidence of Adoption 



12-11-06 
12-18-06 

oRDINANCENo. M-!i'ie1 

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; adopting the following amendments 

to the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code: amendment to the general !and use map and 

population and employment tables in Vancouver Comprehensive Plan Chapter! (Community 

Development); amendments to the text of the Transportation and General Government sub-

sections of Comprehensive Plan Chapter 5 (Public Facilities and Services); amendments to 

Vancouver Municipal Code section 20..230 (Annexations) to more completely and accmately 

address convetsions fiom County zoning to City zoning on annexation; adoption of the 2006 

Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Opeh Space Plan, as it relates to the 

City of Vancouver; as a policy document and by reference as a component of the 2003-2023 

Vancouver Comprehensive Plan; and adoption of the 2007-2012 Transportation Improvements 

Program by refer·ence as a component of the 2003-2023 Comprehensive Plan; providing for an 

effective date .. 

WHEREAS, the Vancouver Planning Commission held du1y advertised public hearings on 

November 14 and November 28, 2006 to consider· the above referenced proposals to amend the text 

of the Vancouver· Comprehensive Plan and the Development Code, and adopt the 2006 Vancouver-
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Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan as it relates to the Vancouver, and 

took public testimony; and 

WHEREAS, after deliberation, the Planning Commission reconunended approval of the 

above referenced proposals; and 

WHEREAS, the Cizy Council held a duly adve~tised first reading of this mdinance on 

December 11, 2006 followed by a duly advertised second reading and public hearing of this 

ordinance on December 18, 2006 and did conside~· the cumulative impacts of approving the subject 

proposals together with other proposed amendments in the same annual cycle; 

WHEREAS, necessary environmental checklists addressing probable significant 

environmental impacts of these proposals were circulated and available for review on September 

26, 2006. A Combined Notice of Application, Public Hearing, and Optional Determination of 

Non-significance (DNS) was issued for the Comprehensive Plan text amendment proposals and 

the adoptions of certain plans by reference; and 

WHEREAS, no substantive conunents were received on any of the proposals by the end 

of the comment pe~iods. Notice of Final SEPA Determination ofNon-Significance was issued on 

October 24, 2006 with the related Staff Report for the November7, 2006 Planning Commission 

hearings .. The procedural appeal period ended on November 7, 2006 with no appeals received. 

NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE II ORDAINED BY IHE CITY OF VANCOUVER: 

Section L Findings. City Council makes the following legislative findings: 

A.. SEPA The requirements ofVMC 20 .. 790 (SEPA Regulations) have been satisfied .. 
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B. Comprehensive Plan Policies .. The amendments to Vancouver Municipal Code 20230 are 

consistent with Policy IM4 Internal Policy Consistency "Update development regulations as 

necessary to implement the policy diiection of the Comprehensive Plan .. " 

C .. Consistency with Approval Criteria. The amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and 

Development Code text are consistent with the applicable pmvisions of the Growth Management 

Act, state and federal law, or other legal mandates; the applicable provisions ofthe Community 

Framework Plan, Countywide Planniltg Policies, and the Vancouver Comprehensive Plan, and 

necessary to further the public interest based on present needs and conditions, as requii·ed by 

VMC 20.85.070 (B) and 20285 .. 090. The proposed changes to the text of the Comprehensive 

Plan artd the Development Code will have no significant 01 appreciable advetse impact on the 

available lartd supply, transpmtation system, other public services, or the environment due to the 

policy level nature of the changes .. 

Section 2 .. Amendment. VMC 20.230, as last amended by Ordiltance M-3730, Sec 3, is 

hereby amended to provide as follows: 

Vancouver Municipal Code 20 . .230 Annexations 

20 .. 230 .. 01 0 Purpose .. The purpose of this Cbaptet· is to identify the procedures applicable to 

annexations by the City. 

20 . .230.020 Approval Pmcess. 

A. Annexations by election method. An annexation requeSt may be initiated by the City Council 

or· by petition ofpropetty owners requestiltg the matter be put to a vote pwsuant to Sections 

35 .. 1.3 .015 RCW through 35 .13 .. 120 RCW, as may be amended or re-codified fiom time to time .. 
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B .. Annexations by petition method An annexation request may be initiated by petition method 

pursuant to Sections 35.13.125 RCW tlu·ough 35.13.170 RCW, as may be amended or recodified 

from time to time .. 

C. Boundruy review borud review. Annexation actions taken under Chapter 35.13 RCW may be 

subject to review by the Ciaik County Boundruy Review Borud under Chapter 36.93 RCW. 

D Other procedutes. All procedmes of Chapter 35.13 RCW shall apply to annexations by the 

City. 

Section 20230.,030 Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

· A Assignment of Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations.. The city shall convert the 

County's Comprehensive Plan map and zoning designations to the city designations that rue the 

most similru· based on adopted definitions. descriptions. and location criteria for each land use 

and zoning designation .. The assignment of these designations shall occw· automatically and 

concwrently with the annexation in accordance with the table and footnote below. 

B. Conversion table. I able 20.230.030-1 swnmruizes the conversion of the County's plan and 

zoning designations to city designations that rue most sirnilru· .. 

Table 20.230 .. 030-1 

CoB-Vel'Siou. Table feF County llBd City Plan 11Bd Zoning Designations 
Conversion of County Plan and Zone Designations to City Plan and Zone Designations 

Clark County Clruk City of CityofV ancouver 
Comprehensive Plan County Vancouver Comprehensive Plan 
Designation Zone Zone Designation 

DesiJ!.llation 
Urban Low Density Rl-20 R-2 
Residential Rl-10 R-4 

Rl-7.5 R-6 Urban Lower Density 

Rl-6 R-9 
Rl-5 R-9 
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Clruk County Clruk City of City of Vancouver 
Comprehensive Plan County Vancouver Comprehensive Plan 
Designation Zone Zone Designation 

Designation 
Urban Medium Density R-12 R-9 orR-18' Lower Densitv Residential or 
Residential Hi!!her Densitv Residential 

R-18 R-18 
R-22 R-22 

Urban High Density R-30 R-30 Urban Higher Density 
Residential R-43 R-35 
Urban Medium Density OR-15 R-18 or OCI' 
Residential OR-18 R-18 or OCI 1 

OR-22 R-22 orOCI' Higher Density Residential 
Urban High Density OR-30 R-30 or OCI ' or Industrial 
Residential OR-43 R-35 or OCI' 
Neighborhood Conimercial C2 CNor CC 1 

Community Commercial or C3 cc 
General Commercial CL CCorCG' Commercial and Mixed Use 
General Commercial CH CG 
Mixed Use MX MX 
Emnlovment Center oc ocr 
Emnlovment Center BP ocr or IL' 
Em!!lowent Center or ML IL Industrial 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial MH IH 
Aitl!or:t, Light Industrial, A A, IL, IH, Or 
Heavy Industrial, or Public OCI1 

Facilitv 
All Categories - Excel!t .!l(niversity Any R zone, CC Public Facility 
Mixed Use 1 orCG(QyCUP 

onlv) 1 

Ogen Sl!ace P/OS Pruks/WL OS/Pruk Ol!l'n Sgace (al!l!licable zone 
OS/Gr·een-Wav based on Develol!ment Code 
OS/Natural Area definitions and 

chruacteristics of nrovertv 
Surface Mining Overlay s SM Surface Minim! Ovedav 
Aitnort Envimns Overlav AE-1, AE-2 Pick from existing desi!!11lltions & zones based 
Historic Preservation Site on footrlote 1 below 
Overlay Sgecific 
Interchange Area Overlay Plan Based 
District 

Fznal determznation to be based on a comwehenszve land use plan meeting the requztements 
of VMC 20.230.C. or w1itten findings that address existing uses, abutting uses, zone purpose, 
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zone location criteria. allowed uses. and identify a zone designation that would allow desired 
exis ling uses. approved uses. or ln-m ocess development plans to continue as confOrming uses .. 

C. New comprehensive land use plan.. 1he Planning Commission and City Council may prepare 

a land use plan to become effective upon the annexation of any ar·ea which might reasonably be 

expected to be annexed by the City at any future time pursuant to the I ype N procedur·es 

contained in Section 20.285.070 VMC. To the extent deemed reasonably necessary by the City 

to be in the interest of health, safety, morals and the general welfiue, the Review Authority may 

pmvide, among other things, for: 

1.. The regulation and restriction within the area to be annexed of the location and 

the use ofbuildings, structores and land for residence, trade, industrial and other purposes; the 

height, number of stories, size, constrnction and design of buildings and other structotes; the size 

of yards, courts and other open spaces on the lot 01 tract; the density of population; the set-back 

of buildings along highways, parks or public water frontages; and the subdivision and 

development of land; 

2. The division ofthe area to be annexed into districts or zones of any size or shape, 

and within such distiicts or zones regulate and restrict the erection, construction, reconstrnction, 

alteration, repair otuse of buildings, stiuctotes or land; and 

3.. The time interval following an annexation during which the ordinance or 

resolution adopting any such plan or regulations, or any part thereof must remain in effect before 

it may be amended, supplemented or modified by subsequent ordinance or resolution arlopted by 

the City. 

D.. Objectives of regulations and restrictions .. All such regulations and restrictions shall be 

designed, among other things, to encourage the most appropriate use ofland throughout the area 
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to be annexed; to lessen traffic congestion and accidents; to secute safety from fire; to provide 

adequate light and air; to prevent overcrowding of land; to avoid undue concentration of 

population; to promote a coordinated development of the un-built areas; to encourage the 

formation of neighborhood or community units; to secute an appropriate allotment ofland area 

in new developments for all the requirements of community life; to conserve and restore natutal 

beauty and other natU!'ai resoutces; to facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water, 

sewerage and other public uses and requirements. 

Section 3 .. Parks Plan Adopted.. The 2006 V ancouver~Ciark Comprehensive Pruks, 

Recreation, and Open Space Plan as it relates to the City ofV ancouver is hereby adopted as a 

policy and planning docwnent, and by reference as a component of the Vancouver· 

Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 4. Comprehensive Plan Amended. The 2003-2023 Vancouver Comprehensive 

Plan, text and maps, as previously runended in the 2004 and 2005 Annual Review cycles, shall 

be runended as shown on attached Exhibits A-F, which are incorporated herein by refer·ence. 

Section 5 .. Severability. If any clause, sentence, pruagraph, section, or prut of this 

ordinance or the application thereof to any person or circumstances shall be adjudged by any 

coutt of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such order orjudgrnent shall be confined in its 

operation to the controversy in which it was rendered and shall not affect or invalidate the 

remainder of any pruts thereof to any other· person or circumstances and to this end the 

provisions of each clause, sentence, pruagraph, section or prut of this law ru·e hereby declrued to 

be severable .. 
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Section 5 .. Effective Date .. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after final 

adoption. 

Read the first time: December 11, 2006 

PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

Ayes: 
. Sm'rJ-4., !.ea»di c5JeU)rM.-f: 

Councilmember~tloht. 
1 

'1-=t. tl k..rd 1 

Nays: Councilmembers: p}'tf)Yl..(.. 

Absent: Councilmembers: J o-n'=i(ot.4t e L 
Read the second time: December· 18, 2006 

PASSEDBYIHEFOLLOWINGVOIE: '. . L 
. .:5tnNi, Leaa61<:Nuns ~tf'Mie · 

Ayes: Councilmernberf* ..J ~Clcd7L \?t9fivd. 1 

Nays: Councilmembers: :sJ ~IU J--
Absent: Councilmembers: J ~ 

SIGNED this -----'/'--'t'--'-f-1.-----

Attest: 

R~ 
Approved as to form: 

By: Carrie Lewellen, Deputy City Clerk 

Exhibits 
A Figure 1-2 (General Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations) 
B. I able 1-2 (Land Use and Overall Density); Table 1-5 (Projected Population and 

Employment) 
C. Appendix C (Growth Assumptions) 
D. Table 5-3 Concwrency Management Program Standards 
E.. Amended Chapter 5 - General Government 
F.. Revised Figure 1-2 (2006 General Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations) 
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SUMMARY 

ORDINANCE NO. rt;/-3'&7 
AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; adopting the following amendments 

to the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code: amendment to the general land use map and 

population and employment tables in Vancouver Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1 (Community 

Development); amendments to the text of the Transportation and General Government sub

sections of Comprehensive Plan Chapter 5 (Public Facilities and Services); amendments to 

Vancouver Municipal Code section 20 . .230 (Annexations) to more completely and accUiately 

address conversions from County zoning to City zoning on annexation; adoption ofthe 2006 

Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan, as it relates to the 

City of Vancouver, as a policy docUinent and by reference as a component ofthe 2003-2023 

Vancouver Comprehensive Plan; and adoption of the 2007-2012 Transportation Improvements 

Pmgr·am by reference as a component of the 2003-2023 Comprehensive Plan; providing for an 

effective date 30 days after final adoption. 
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Clark County, Washington 

ORDINANCE NO. 26Q1- 0£S-DB 
AN ORDINANCE adopting the 2006 Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, 

Recreation, and Open Space Plan. 

WHEREAS, the proposed plan gives an overview of Clark County parks, recreation, and 

open space planning; identifies urban and regional parks classification systems and standards; 

proposes urban and regional park, recreation, and open space policies; identifies potential 

funding sources; and identifies an six-year capital facilities plan; and 

WHEREAS, adoption of the plan will promote the development, operation, and 

maintenance of a comprehensive parks, recreation, and open space system throughout 

unincorporated Vancouver urban growth area and greater Clark County that will provide for a 

wide range of personal, social, economic, and environmental benefits to the citizens of Clark 

County; and 

WHEREAS, the consolidated Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation department has, for 

the area within the Vancouver urban growth boundary, utilized common service district 

boundaries, definitions, park and open space standards, and recreation facilities to ensure 

consistence with Clark County park planning goals and policies; and 

WHEREAS, the plan adopted herein, including the park standards that form the basis of 

the park impact fee program, will be further considered through the Growth Management 

comprehensive land use planning process; and 

WHEREAS, Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation has provided for significant public 

participation in the development of the, 2006 Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, 



and Open Space Plan through the work of the Parks and Recreation Advisory Conunission, a 

series of co nun unity meetings, conununity surveys, and public work sessions; and 

WHEREAS, the 2006 Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open 

Space Plan was presented to the Clark County Planning Connnission in duly advertised public 

workshops and public hearings; and 

WHEREAS, the 2006 Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open 

Space Plan is necessary to further the public interest based on present needs and conditions; and 

WHEREAS, adoption of the plan will further the goals of the Regional Trail and 

Bikeway Systems Plan, which was adopted by the Board of County Connnissioners on April 4, 

2006, and is adopted by reference; and 

WHEREAS, adoption of the plan will incorporate the policies and findings of the 1992 

Clark County Open Space Connnission Report, the 2003 Conservation Areas Acquisition Plan, 

and the 1998 Sports Field Master Plan, previously adopted by the Board and adopted herein by 

reference; and 

WHEREAS, following a series of public meetings and extensive public input, the 

Vancouver-Clark Parks & Recreation Advisory Conunission reconunended adoption of the plan; 

and 

WHEREAS, following a public hearing held on April 19"', 2007, the Clark County 

Planning Conunission unanimously reconunended the adoption of the 2006 Vancouver-Clark 

Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Clark County Board of Conunissioners has held its own duly advertised 

public hearing on the proposed plan; now therefore, and 



WHEREAS, this matter was processed as a portion of the county's 2007 docket 

consistent with RCW 36.70A.l30; 

BE IT ORDERED AND RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF WASHINGTON, as follows: 

Section 1. Adoption. The 2006 Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, 

Recreation, and Open Space Plan attached hereto as "Exhibit A" and incorporated herein by this 

reference is hereby adopted and becomes effective on this date. 

Section 2. Repeal of Previous Plans. The 2000 Regional Parks, Recreation 

and Open Space Plan, as adopted by Ordinance 2000-06-02, and the 2001 Vancouver Urban 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan, as adopted by Ordinance 2002-05-03, are hereby 

repealed. 

Section 3. Severabilitv. Should any section or provision of this ordinance be 

declared by court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unconstitutional, such decisions shall 

not affect the validity of the ordinance in whole or any part thereof other than the parts so 

declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

Section 4. Savings Clause. Those portions of the 2001 Vancouver Urban 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan and the 2000 Regional Parks, Recreation and Open 

Space Plan which are repealed by this ordinance shall remain in force and effect until the 

effective date of this ordinance. 

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective immediately. 

Ill 



Section 6. Filing. A certified copy of this ordinance and the attachment 

hereto shall be filed with the Clark County Auditor. 

ADOPTED this 16 day of mf2ly '2007. 

Attest: 

Clerk of the Board 

Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR CLARK COUNTY, W ASillNGTON 

Steve Stuart, Chair 

By __________________ __ 

Marc Boldt, Commissioner 

By __________________ __ 

Betty Sue Morris, Commissioner 



PLEASE SEE HEARING FILE FOR "EXHIBIT A" 



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 

 
 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 

 
II. 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 Vancouver-
Clark 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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nts\Planning & Acquisition\Annual Review 2009\Tech Doc\FINAL PIF TECH DOC-11-1-09.doc 
 

 
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   =    [ Acquisition Cost   +   Development  Cost ]  -  Cost Adjustment Factor   

 
 

PIF   =       (Ca  x  Ia  x  Sa)     +   (Cd  x  Id  x  Sd)    x    U        x    A     (City of Vancouver) 
                                  P                             P 

                                         -     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 
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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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 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 ⅙th 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) 

PIF District
Tax Year 

2009
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$           (24)$           

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$           0.955 1,065$           (47)$           
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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

Index Change

October '08:: 8812.22
October '07:: 8612.75

ENR-CCI Periods

1.023 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)

ENR-CCI 
Factor

Revised PIF 
Rate (Dev)

Change 
($)

$131.023$553 * = $566

 
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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