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“REGULATION–ONLY” VS. “REGULATION PLUS CIP”
Reasons for improved performance

 The recent increases in stormwater detention volumes are used to make flow control 
improvements in key, targeted watershed locations rather than randomly (i.e. wherever 
new development occurs)

 The differential detention volume produces only marginally improved flow control for the 
“regulation-only” alternative(“80-20 rule”, “pareto principle”); those same storage volumes 
are utilized more often and more effectively when included in targeted watershed 
improvement projects 

 The WWHM model set up and “passing” criteria is fairly conservative; because of this, 
facilities designed to “match” existing peak flow and duration may actually produce a 
significant improvement over existing flow conditions over much of the stream’s hydrologic 
regime.  This allows the county’s approach to make significant flow control improvements 
in two stream locations rather than one

 By developing Infiltration Zone mapping, and emphasizing an infiltration-retention-
detention hierarchy for stormwater runoff, the county’s selected projects can provide 
better flow control than a similarly sized project in many new development locations

 In marginal infiltration areas, but where flood risks are shown to be minimal, public
projects that utilize infiltration or retention of stormwater runoff can be built; a regulation-
only approach would require the use of detention ponds for private developments in those 
same locations.

 A “regulation-only” approach may be unnecessarily over-controlling flows releasing to 
stream channels that have already adjusted over a long period to a pasture condition; this 
is common in much of the agricultural area of Clark County.



“REGULATION–ONLY” VS. “REGULATION PLUS CIP”
Additional Environmental Benefits

The following additional benefits may also result from sustained use of 
the county’s watershed management strategy over time:

 Significant watershed improvements are constructed concurrently 
with new development

 In addition to improved flow control, the county’s strategy provides 
significant additional watershed and environmental benefits

 The county’s offsite flow control mitigation projects can include 
additional water quality treatment components at little additional cost

 The development of “multi-use” projects, and cost-sharing between 
county departments can leverage Stormwater CIP funds to improve 
the cost-effectiveness of the Stormwater CIP still further

 The county’s holistic watershed management approach improves the 
“sustainability” of the county’s water resources and natural resources

 The cost-effectiveness of the county strategy also improves the 
economic sustainability of the county’s water resources, salmon-
recovery, and environmental programs.
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