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•Monitoring Clark 

County’s and Camas’ 

Shoreline Master 

Program



No Net Loss

• Post-development 
functions at least equal to 
pre-development functions

– Regulate uses

– Avoid development impacts

– Mitigate unavoidable impacts

– Consider cumulative effects 
of development

• Develop plans to restore  
ecological functions 



GMA and SMA

• Shoreline management 
is 14th goal of GMA

• SMP regulates critical 
areas in shoreline 
jurisdiction

• Shoreline regulations 
must protect at least as 
well as critical areas 
regulations



2012 SMP Update

•Ecology

• Grant agreement with the City of Vancouver

• Partnership with all cities in Clark County

• Update goal is to review shorelines without                       

jurisdictional boundaries.
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1. Clark County adopted Critical Area Ordinances by 

reference into SMP.  

2. Camas adopted Critical Area Ordinances within 

SMP (not by reference) and Restoration Plan as 

“Appendix D”

Critical Areas 





Monitoring components

• Permit data collection

• Bi-annual data consolidation & review

• Mid-SMP Cycle Consolidation & review

• Required 8-year SMP Update



Clark County Permit Tracking Matrices

Started with 12 columns:

Permit No., 

Type,

Shoreline Waterbody

Shoreline Designation, 

Parcel #, 

General Description, 

In-over-water structure, 

shoreline stabilization, 

Fill, 

Clearing/Grading, 

Impervious Surface, 

Mitigation



Permit Tracking 

• Tracking expanded to 23 columns



• Added Building Permit # 

• Separated in-water and over-water 

structures

• Expanded Fill 

Permit Tracking 



• Expanded to include habitat

Permit Tracking 



Permit  Tracking

• Expanded Mitigation to include on-site and 

off-site



Bi-annual and Mid-SMP Cycle Countywide 

Characterization

• 13 columns

• Includes: Reach, Watershed, Characterization, EDT 

Model Tier, CMZ Hazards, CARA, Habitat Quality, 

Existing Uses, Ecological Functions



Shoreline Functions Assessment

• 8 columns

• Summary of 2010 Condition

• Last three columns summarize 

development that occurred in each reach 

every two years



Camas  

Permit 

Tracking

Exemptions Issued: 

2012 = 10

2013 = 20

2014 = 10

2015 = 15

2016 = 13

2017 = 12

Information Included:

•Location

•Date of initial 

mitigation planted



Camas  Permit 

Tracking

Substantial 

Development Permits 

Issued: 

2012 = 2

2013 = 2

2014 = 6

2015 = 5

2016 = 4

2017 = 4



Challenges with Monitoring

•Current Staffing

•Monitoring not a 

focus during SMP 

adoption

•No standard 

process in place



Challenges with Monitoring



Violations

Code enforcement tracking

Work with property owners 

to correct violation

No net loss



Lessons learned

• Need for review of as-built development

• Monitoring and Adaptive Management Framework 

is aspirational

• Potential for interns or entry-level staff to assist with 

review of aerial photos to determine NNL
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