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Clark County Population: 415,000



Clark County
Topography

Cascade Foothills
Lowlands

Columbia River 
N Fork Lewis River
E Fork Lewis River



SMP Update 
Steps



Convey Lessons Learned

Purpose



Phase 6:Ecology Approval
Clark County & Vancouver

Phase 5:Local Adoption
Battle Ground, Camas,
La Center, Ridgefield, &
Washougal

Status



•Purpose:
• Organize and put systems in place to begin work 

on July 1

•Decisions:
• Form a coalition

• Complete Phases 1-4 in 2 years

• Gap analysis or start from scratch?

• Consistent goals, policies, and SDs

Pre-Planning



•More Decisions:
• Use a watershed approach, including public 

involvement

• Use committees – Policy & Technical

• Pre-plan for UGAs

• County follows cities’ preferences in UGAs

• Branding

• Project website

Pre-Planning



Pre-Planning



• Tasks:
• Formed Coalition & Project Mgt Team 
• Designated Project/Grant Manager
• Engaged Ecology Project Officer
• Developed Grant Agreement
• Developed and recorded ILA
• Issued RFP and hired consultant
• Drafted public involvement plan
• Developed project website

Pre-Planning



• Lessons Learned:
• Enabled us to be this far along at this time.
• Consultant scope was very detailed, but:

• Helpful to get all assumptions established.
• Helpful with setting budget.

• Budget by phase, not task. 
• Ecology contract too detailed. Keep flexibility.
• Assumed simultaneous finish – NOT!

Pre-Planning



Watershed Approach

WRIA 27 Lewis & 
WRIA 28 Salmon-Washougal

Shoreline miles

WRIA Lake River Total

27 60mi 138mi 198 mi
28 35mi 136mi 171 mi

Total 95mi 274mi 369 mi



• Plan for maximum 
shoreline jurisdiction

• TAC very helpful:
• Identifying data

• Reviewing I&C Report

• Identifying restoration 
opportunities and activities

• Reviewing Restoration 
Plan

• CIA/NNL issues

Watershed Approach



• Plan for maximum 
shoreline 
jurisdiction

• Perceived increase 
in regulated area 
since associated 
wetlands mapped 
for the first time.

Phase 1:
Shoreline Jurisdiction



• Spend only as much time and money on ICR 
as necessary

• Avoid multiple drafts

• Save as much time and money as possible for 
Phase 3

• Reminder: No new data necessary!

Phase 2:
Inventory & Characterization



• Hard to translate ICR info into SDs and 
regulations

• Differentiate regulations for shorelines of 
statewide significance

• Not a linear process – Need time to do forward 
and backward consistency 
(policies/regulations/standards/SDs)

• Create templates for ease and consistency

Phase 3:
Goals, Policies, Regulations



• Coalition Draft SMP - platform for review prior 
to tailoring for each jurisdiction.

• Consistency facilitated review of individual 
SMPs.

• Actively manage and communicate with your 
consultant.

• The project takes a HUGE amount of time and  
more than you think. Plan for adequate staff 
resources.

Phase 3:
Goals, Policies, Regulations



• DON’T need to re-do CAO’s

• DO need to address prior Ecology comments
• Buffers & Setbacks

• Seamless consistency with GMA CAO?
• Consistent CAO standards

• No separate CAO permits

• No reasonable use (takings) process

• No exemptions (other than SMA)

• No ‘loose’ references to CAO

Phase 3:
CAO Integration



• Options:
• Embed
• Separate 
chapter

• Appendix

Phase 3:
CAO Integration



• Mitigation vs Restoration – be clear about the 
difference

• Not a linear process – start soon after 
completing ICR

• Info Tracking for 8-year Review
• Monitoring Program

Phase 4:
Restoration Plan & No Net Loss



• Share resources and effort:
• Submittal Checklist (consultant)
• SEPA Checklist (staff)
• Comment Matrix (staff)

• Coordination still necessary
• CIA/NNL
• Within UGAs:

• Changes to SDs
• Changes to uses & standards

Phase 5:
Local Adoption



• Early and often: No such thing as too much!
• Coalition SSAC and TAC

• Legitimacy
• Opportunity to air individual issues
• Avoid wordsmithing
• Focus on areas with flexibility and local 
issues

Public Involvement



• Independent Science Review Panel
• Legitimacy in use of science driving policy and 
regulation

• Independent review
• Adequacy of regulations, CIA and NNL

• BUT
• Potential for dueling scientists
• Important for ISRP to understand “scientific and 
technical information” vs BAS and basis for No Net 
Loss determination

Public Involvement



• Case Studies – What is Changing?

• Help explain effects of new regulations 

• Hard to do on a Coalition-wide basis.

Identify specific issues and sites in each 
jurisdiction to highlight through case 
studies.

Get property owners’ permission.

Public Involvement



Public Involvement



• Time frames were tight. Hard for PMT to 
review prior to committee review

• Faster process helped public stay engaged

• Advertise widely – electronic and hard copies

• Engage Planning Commissions and elected 
officials regularly

• Notify every shoreline property owner of 
opportunities for input

Public Involvement



• Shared documents and consistent goals, policies, 
and shoreline designations facilitated review

• Turn around time for review was challenging

• City and county SMPs have different levels of detail

• Don’t forget: the final CIA must analyze the locally 
adopted SMP

• Wrap-up details/process – different for each 
community

Ecology’s Angle



• Every SMP is unique

• Manage expectations

• Be strategic about 
public involvement

• Remember SMP 
authority is only that 
narrow strip of water 
and land

• Focus each step 
toward end goal

ESA’s Angle



Lessons Learned

Project consumes a 
HUGE amount of 
time – more than 
you think.

Provide adequate 
staff resources.



• Where does the time go?
• Responding to comments

• Project Management

• Grant

• Contracts

• PMT

• Committee Meetings & Follow-Up

Lessons Learned



• Where does the time go?
• Printing

• Advertising

• Maintaining the project website

• Keeping the official project record

Lessons Learned



Lessons Learned

• Organize and engage other local staff early.

• Even with pre-planning, accelerated 
schedule taxed ESA and the PMT.

• The Coalition: Good news/Bad news

• Keep a single administrative record for 
Phases 1 – 4.

• No two SMPs are the same. Use others as 
examples and tailor them to your jurisdiction.



Lessons Learned

• Case Studies 
are useful

• Plan plenty of 
time and 
money for 
responding to 
comments.

There’s no such thing as too much public outreach!



Questions?



Marian Lahav, City of Vancouver 
360-487-7949 marian.lahav@cityofvancouver.us 

Jon Wagner, City of Vancouver
360-487-7885 jon.wagner@cityofvancouver.us

Gordy Euler, Clark County
360-397-2375, x4968 gordon.euler@clark.wa.gov

Ikuno Masterson, ESA
206-789-9658 imasterson@esassoc.com

Teresa Vanderburg, ESA
206-789-9658 tvanderburg@esassoc.com

Kim Van Zwalenburg, Ecology
360-407-6520 kvan461@ecy.wa.gov

Contacts
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