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Voluntary Stewardship Program 

Joint Technical Panel & Statewide Advisory Committee Meeting 

Wednesday, February 19, 2020 

1:00 pm – 4:00 pm 

 

Facilitator – Bill Eller, VSP Coordinator, WSCC 

 

Attendees in Lacey:  Mary Huff, John Stuhlmiller, Brian Cochrane, Alicia 

McClendon, Rick Mraz, Ron Shultz, Wes McCart, Bill Eller, Scott Kuhta, Charissa 

Waters 

 

Webinar:  Barbara Adkins, Craig Macku, Dave Hedrick, Duane Bartels, Elizabeth 

Jackson, Graham Simon, Kirsten Larsen, Marguerite Abplanalp, Mike Ramsey, 

Natalie Osowski, Ron Wesen, Scott Kuhta 

 

1:00 pm: Opening Comments, Introductions, Objective & Agenda  

 

1:05 pm:  VSP Program update – Bill Eller, WSCC 

 

 VSP Natural Resource Scientist 2 position 

Bill Eller explains that he hoped to introduce Levi Keesecker in person, but 

Levi is out sick today. He might be able to join us by webinar.  Chelsea 

Benner, the new Shoreline Master Program/Voluntary Stewardship Program 

planner, is present and did introduce herself to the Statewide Advisory 

Committee and Technical Panel.   

 

 VSP Legislative Update  

Ron Shultz gave an update on a number of bills in the legislature that might 

impact VSP.  Those included 6545 – VSP opt-in for the 12 non-VSP counties.  

He explained that Pierce County seemed to be a proponent.  Perhaps 

Snohomish and Whatcom might also want to opt-in.  Revenue forecast is for 

more revenue in the future.  The Senate supplemental capital budget comes 

out later today.   

 

 SCC News  

Ron Shultz said that the Office of Farmland Preservation coordinator position 

has become vacant with the move of its occupant, Josh Giuntoli, from that 

position to a regional manager position with the Commission.  The 

Commission should be filling that soon.   
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 VSP agricultural activities discussion update  

Bill Eller explained that agency staff (Commission, COM, and ECY) met on 

January 14, 2020 to discuss the ongoing issue of agricultural activities in the 

VSP statute.  The discussion is related to Policy Advisory #04-19 regarding 

the definition of agricultural activities and how county planners are applying 

that definition to agriculture in VSP counties.  He explained that the consensus 

of the state agency group was to formally ask for more input from the counties, 

county planners, and the technical service providers to provide us with 

examples and scenarios they are encountering in the real world so that we can 

discuss those at an upcoming meeting.  Thurston (which Bill Eller explained 

that he has received and forwarded to the Statewide Advisory Committee and 

Technical Panel an email from Charissa Waters regarding examples for 

discussion from counties having difficulty applying the definition in real life), 

Mason, Jefferson, Grays Harbor and Yakima County were counties the group 

thought might be best to solicit for input. If not enough examples or scenarios 

come in, hypotheticals could be used.   

 

Charissa Waters says that there are many gray areas the counties are facing.  

Thurston Conservation District is working with Thurston County and has a 

number of questions about best management practices and how the 

agricultural activities definition would be applied.  The Thurston Conservation 

District isn’t sure what falls under VSP – new, existing and on-going 

agriculture.  The last bullet point in Policy Advisory #04-19 is problematic. 

 

Bill Eller explains that bullet point and all of PA #04-19 might be subject to 

revision pending the outcome of the discussion surrounding the agricultural 

activities definition.   

 

[General discussion ensues] 

 

Group consensus is to call for submittal of examples and scenarios through 

the end of March.  Could also send out a request through WSAC to county 

commissioners and county planning staff.   

 

John Stuhlmiller says that the right term is important.  How is the definition of 

agricultural activities hindering getting projects on the ground?  How would 

projects take place under the GMA prior to VSP versus now under VSP?  

What is different?  How to solve the problem.   

https://scc.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/VSP-SAC-Policy-Advisory-04-19-CAOs-and-Counties.final_.pdf
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Wes McCart says that the issue is what activity would require a permit?  A 

permit isn’t necessarily a part of VSP.  A permit could be required. 

 

Rick Mraz says if a permit is required, the activity is regulated.  The CAO 

would require mitigation. 

 

Wes McCart says under a permit, there can be but doesn’t have to be 

regulation.   

 

Ron Shultz says the issue is the technical service provider and the landowner 

– does the activity require a permit?  Under the CAO or not.  The answer is, it 

depends.  All existing laws apply.  We need to be helpful to the technical 

service providers.   

 

Brian Cochrane says that pre-VSP would be the CAO. 

 

Rick Mraz asks about the condition of the land prior to development is what we 

are looking at.  In the CAO, it might get reviewed, but would need a building 

permit.  If an agriculture building, under VSP it doesn’t require a permit.  

Clearing for the building is regulated, development regulations exist.   

 

Charissa Waters says that BMP’s require permits in Thurston County.  

Thurston County has an agricultural CAO in place, so there is an agricultural 

CAO and VSP in Thurston County.   

 

John Stuhlmiller says we need a decision tree that explains what VSP does 

and doesn’t cover.  It is a white board exercise.  We should establish a 

decision tree logic process.   

 

[a general discussion ensues.  The group proposes that we solicit a list of 

questions to answer – are these activities subject to VSP or the CAO?  Is this 

new agriculture?  How would these questions get answered under the CAO 

(non-VSP)?  Pre-VSP versus post-VSP.  Prior to July 22, 2011 decision tree 

checklist.  Should include the watershed scale versus the parcel scale 

concept.  Group members feel that letters should go out to county 

commissioners, county planning staff, and technical service providers.  We 

should discuss this at the next joint meeting of the Statewide Advisory 

Committee and Technical Panel.  The Office of Regulatory Assistance 
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(https://apps.oria.wa.gov/opas/ is an example) might have some sample 

decision trees that could be used to begin this work.] 

 

1:30 pm: Policy Advisory 05-18 and VSP & 5 year reports and continued 

review of Chelan and Thurston county five year reports   

 

Bill Eller summarizes the past discussions we’ve had on this topic over the last few 

months, and explains that Commission staff met internally and discussed the five 

year report content and process.  The discussion involved the quality and quantity of 

information needed in order for the Commission’s executive director to concur in the 

work groups assertion of whether or not their efforts are meeting the goals and 

objectives of their work plan.  A review of the Guidance document began.   

 

Suggested edits by the members present to the Guidance document include  

 Directions to submitters of the template on how to print out a Word version of 

the template so that it could be pre-filled out before submittal and that could be 

reviewed by the county work groups.   

 The diagram at the end of the Guidance needs a legend or the abbreviations 

spelled out.   

 A call-out box should be added for the last sentence of Section III. 

 Other edits were captured in the Guidance document itself. 

 

Ron Shultz says that now that the Guidance and template are near completion, we 

should finish the review of Thurston and Chelan County’s 5 year reports.  A proposal 

discussed by Commission staff involves the following timeline: 

 By March 31 – Technical Panel comments on Thurston and Chelan due to the 

Commission 

o Does the Technical Panel recommend concurring with the work group? 

o Additions / corrections to 5 year report template? 

 

 Commission staff meets in April, prepares recommendation to Commission 

Executive Director 

 

 Commission staff brings that recommendation to the Technical Panel – end of 

April, could have meeting, if needed 

 

 Technical Panel then submits additional comments (if they want) – end of April 

or early May 

 

https://apps.oria.wa.gov/opas/
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 Bring to the SAC the Commission staff recommendation at the end of April or 

in early May and any Technical Panel follow-up comments.  The options for 

the Commission Executive Director back to the work group would be: 

o Concur,  

o Concur with recommendations 

o Do not concur, reasons 

 

3:45 pm: Set next joint meeting  

The next joint SAC/TP meeting was discussed involving two action items: 

 

1. The presentation of the recommendations of the Technical Panel and 

Commission’s Director on Thurston and Chelan’s 5 year report 

2. The difficulties that some counties are having with applying the definition of 

agricultural activities to local land use decisions.  We will be asking for input 

and/or presentations by a number of counties and/or technical service 

providers to give us examples or scenarios they are encountering on the 

ground that present difficulties for them in applying the definition of agricultural 

activities to land use projects.    

 

Bill Eller will try to coordinate an in-person meeting with the Statewide Advisory 

Committee members on item #1, and an in-person meeting with both the Statewide 

Advisory Committee and Technical Panel for item #2.  It might be possible to 

combine both meetings into one day. In both instances, we want to try to have as 

many members present in-person.    

 

We expect that meeting to be at the Farm Bureau Office.   

 

Bill Eller will survey the Statewide Advisory Committee and Technical Panel 

members for possible meeting dates. 

 

4:05 pm: Adjourned  

 

 


