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Voluntary Stewardship Program 

 

Statewide Advisory Committee Meeting 

Wednesday, May 27, 2020 

9:00 am – 11:00 am 

 

Facilitator – Bill Eller, VSP Coordinator, WSCC 

 

Webinar attendees:  Marguerite Abplanalp, Audrey Ahmann, Chelsea Benner, 

Genevieve Dial, Brent Dixon, Dean Hellie, Scott Kuhta, Wes McCart, Alicia McClendon, 

Rick Mraz, Natalie Osowski, Brandon Roozen, Ron Shultz, Lisa Stearns, Megan 

Stewart, John Stuhlmiller, Charissa Waters, Ron Wesen, Barbara Adkins, Christina 

Chaput, Carol Smith 

 

9:00 am: Opening Comments, Introductions, Session Objective & Agenda  

 

9:05 am:  VSP Program update – Bill Eller, Ron Shultz, WSCC 

 

 Five year report guidance and template update 

Bill Eller reports no new information. Commission still working with a contractor to get a 

template in place. Timeline is to have that done by the end of June. Guidance document 

will be finalized once the template is complete and will have an online training.  The 

updated guidance has been posted on the Statewide Advisory Committee web page.   

 

 April 30, 2020 Association of Counties letter to the Governor suggesting a 

delay in the 5 year VSP reporting requirements   

Ron Shultz says that the Governor has the power to delay requirements in statute. 

There was a request sent into the Governor’s Office to delay requirements for 5 year 

reporting by the Association of Washington Counties.  No word has come back yet from 

Governor’s Office regarding the request.  

 

Wes McCart stated that if it were to be delayed, it would need to be agreed upon by the 

“Four Corners” in legislation and senate. Commission recommendation is to proceed as 

normal until instructed otherwise. 

 

 June 24 joint meeting – agricultural activities definition / discussion – 

ONLINE? 

Bill Eller explained that the Commission is still hoping to hold an in-person meeting in 

Thurston County to discuss this issue. The main focus of this meeting - the difficulties 
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that some counties are having with applying the definition of agricultural activities to 

local land use decisions.   

 

We’ve asked 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.  Thurston, Yakima and Mason counties invited.  If no county can 

participate, we will work on example scenarios and hypotheticals.   

 

However, Thurston County is still currently in Phase 1 of re-opening the county as of 

now and may not be in Phase 3 by that date. 

 

Wes McCart still in favor of holding it as in-person meeting and offers holding in 

Stevens County or Spokane.   

 

Some attendees might have problems or concerns with traveling from western 

Washington to eastern Washington.  Some might also have issues with moving from a 

Phase 1 county to a Phase 3 county, and vice-versa.   

 

John Stuhlmiller asks what the urgency of holding the meeting on June 24, and could it 

be moved into July. 

  

Bill Eller stated it could be pushed out due to the circumstances. Commission will send 

updated meeting information to the group.  

 

 July 22, 2020 – Eastern Washington Planning Association presentation 

 

Bill Eller reports that the Commission has been invited to present at the Eastern 

Washington Planning Association forum on July 22, 2020, on the difference between 

two year and five-year VSP reporting requirements.  The presentation will be online 

only. More information will be in the June VSP Newsletter.  

 

9:30 am: Review state agency and Commission recommendations on the 

Thurston and Chelan County five year VSP reports   

 

Bill Eller summarizes the process so far with reviewing Thurston and Chelan’s five-year 

reports.  He explains the schedule proposed at the February joint meeting, and the 

developments since then (by March 31 – Technical Panel comments on Thurston and 

Chelan due to the Commission; Commission staff met April 16 and prepared staff 



 
 
 

 

 3 

recommendation to director; Commission was then going to bring that recommendation 

back to the Technical Panel by the end of April, before the next SAC meeting, but that 

didn’t happen due to COVID-19 and Commission staff workload).   

 

On April 29, 2020, the director crafted a letter to the Statewide Advisory Committee 

explaining she proposes to take no action at this time as both county’s need a full five 

years of implementation before a determination can fairly be made, and that each 

county should re-submit their 5-year report on or before April 22, 2022, and they both 

should submit their report using the Commission’s 5-year report template.   

 

She presented her proposal to the Statewide Advisory Committee for their consideration 

on April 30, 2020.  At that meeting, the Statewide Advisory Committee members said 

they wanted to review the Technical Panel member comments on both reports at 

another meeting.  Those comments were provided in early May to the Statewide 

Advisory Committee members.  On May 20, 2020, the memo with Commission staff 

recommendations to the director was provided to the Statewide Advisory Committee.  

On May 21, 2020, the Chelan County VSP work group sent a letter about this process 

to the director.  She provided that to the Statewide Advisory Committee on May 21, 

2020.   

 

John Stuhlmiller points out that VSP is an alternative to the CAO and that the CAO is 

reactive only.  VSP is entirely new.  It is designed to protect critical areas while 

maintaining agricultural viability.  The work plan was created to meet goals ten years 

from when it was adopted.  There were two pilot counties – Thurston and Chelan.  They 

were the first two counties to submit their five-year reports.  The next 25 counties are 

due later this year.  Each county, in their five-year report, asserted that it was meeting 

its goals and benchmarks.  Both have done adaptive management to protect critical 

areas and maintain agricultural viability.  It is a false assumption to say that because it 

was difficult for some Technical Panel members to determine what the counties were 

asserting that the Technical Panel couldn’t concur with the counties.  The director has 

proposed to give each county more time.  All things being equal, the work plans are 

working well.  The Statewide Advisory Committee should say the tests have been met 

and agree with the counties to concur with them that they are meeting their goals and 

benchmarks.  They should report again during the next reporting period set in the 

statute.   

 

Brandon Roozen agrees with John Stuhlmiller.  We are all learning how to implement 

VSP.   

 



 
 
 

 

 4 

Wes McCart says that he appreciates the Technical Panel member comments.  All 

Technical Panel members recognized the timeframe was short.  Several comments 

seemed to be grading the reports rather than analyzing whether or not the work plan 

was meeting the goals and benchmarks.  Technical Panel member comments were in 

line with each other.  A lot of comments noted practices researched and on-the-ground 

implementation.  WDFW and ECY focused on specific area – wetlands and a little 

CARA, rather than the report as a whole.  Should the Technical Panel review the report 

as a whole or just their areas of expertise?  What constitutes a fail?  The guidance 

should say that they look at the plan as a whole, per watershed.  Both counties – no 

conclusions with limited data.  If we compare where we are at with the plans versus a 

regulatory context, VSP has set a higher bar.  Regulation equals compliance.  VSP 

means monitoring and practice implementation.  Technical Panel comments seem to 

not be able to draw conclusions.  Is the job of the Technical Panel to review the plan or 

just failure?  We should have a conversation with the Technical Panel as to what the 

definition of failure and success is.  I agree with John Stuhlmiller.   

 

Brandon Roozen agrees with Wes McCart.   

 

Ron Wesen agrees with the comments so far.  VSP is different from the CAO.  The 

CAO is done once when it is enacted.  VSP reports show improvement.  Some of the 

review by the Technical Panel seems to be a “gotcha” if the county didn’t explain 

adequately.   

 

Ron Shultz says that the Technical Panel members didn’t see that the counties were 

not making assumptions and that they were asserting that they were making progress.  

The statute says that the county must assert if they are meeting their goals and 

benchmarks or not.  Can they assert not making progress on goals and benchmarks?  If 

making progress, the Technical Panel says short time frame.  It was a challenge for the 

Technical Panel to look at the reports and decide if they concur with the conclusion of 

the counties that they were making progress.  The Technical Panel went to their 

expertise and found it difficult to determine if they were making progress.  So, the 

Commission must concur or not in the county’s conclusion.  The Technical Panel 

members say that because of the monitoring, it is hard to tell if things are working.  The 

county should show their work and provide data that shows they are making progress.  

Some of the Technical Panel members struggled with that.  That was the challenge the 

Technical Panel members faced.  Commission challenge is statutory construction and if 

the reports meet the goals and benchmarks.  The director’s proposal treats the process 

fairly.  It provides a fair review for the counties, and the counties will have the benefit of 

the template.  The director’s proposal allows us to not be stuck in a “concur or do not 
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concur” situation.  It gives the counties additional time with additional insight from the 

Technical Panel.  The template shouldn’t be onerous.         

 

Wes McCart highlights some Technical Panel member comments – “does not believe 

sufficient information to support conclusion”, and “cannot concur meeting or not meeting 

goals and benchmarks”.  It is interesting that the Technical Panel comments were to not 

concur based on not making a conclusion.  That should have been treated as a not sure 

if there was a benefit or an abstention.  The Statewide Advisory Committee job is to 

give the director our opinion.  The Technical Panel couldn’t make a conclusion.  Giving 

the counties more time is appropriate.  We should give them more time (another 

deadline) or to the next five year reporting period.  I concur that they two are making 

progress on their goals and benchmarks.   

 

Brandon Roozen wonders what the additional timeline would do if we gave them more 

time.  The issues the Technical Panel has are not going to be fulfilled with more time.  

He agrees with the recommendation.  Progress is clearly being make, just takes more 

time to show.   

 

John Stuhlmiller says that both counties have now seen the Technical Panel member 

comments.  They know what to do to improve.  The Technical Panel member comments 

are helpful but not mandatory.  Should be an iterative process.  The assertion of the 

counties was not hidden.  Not sure if the Technical Panel agreed with the assertion.  I 

agree with Wes McCart.  Clear guidance from the Technical Panel has already been 

done.   

 

Brandon Roozen says the Technical Panel comments are not coming in a vacuum.  

They will be incorporated in implementation.  It’s been difficult working conditions.   

 

Carol Smith says this has been a robust discussion and she appreciates that.  Says that 

as a scientist, can put herself in the Technical Panel members shoes.  Scientists can be 

literal sometimes.  SAC says to concur.  Has the question been put to the Technical 

Panel of whether progress has been made in these two counties?  Were they asked if 

the goals and benchmarks have been met?  Would it be helpful to have a meeting with 

the Technical Panel to talk about if the work plans have made progress?   

 

Brandon Roozen if we look at how the review works – concur or not concur – that is not 

the Technical Panel standard.  Technical Panel working only on if the goals and 

benchmarks have been met.  Projects and BMP’s implemented.  Technical Panel didn’t 
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consider that perspective.  Wondering if that question was asked, or if the issue was 

progress now than under regulatory process.   

 

Wes McCart says the counties have had less than a year to implement on the ground.  

The idea was to do the plan in two years, and then implement the plan for three and 

report in five.  The statute doesn’t meet reality.  If less than a year, then the ten year 

report is about a six year report in reality.  I agree that it is important for the Technical 

Panel and Statewide Advisory Committee to understand each’s standard of review and 

understand what each is reviewing.  What does failure mean or look like?  If we are 

looking for the Technical Panel to change their comments, we can find that helpful to 

have that meeting, but not sure that changes our recommendation.   

 

John Stuhlmiller appreciates the Commission’s dilemma. The Technical Panel approved 

the plans – that in ten years, they would meet the goals and benchmarks.  Review of 

those technical aspects.  The Statewide Advisory Committee looks at it from a public 

policy perspective – is the intent of VSP being met or not?  It isn’t inconsistent to hear 

that the Technical Panel has questions and to have the Statewide Advisory Committee 

says from the global perspective they are meeting the goals and benchmarks.  Could 

come to a different conclusion.   

 

Ron Wesen says it is progress versus goals and benchmarks.  Those are different 

questions.  What is progress versus what is meeting goals and benchmarks?  Must look 

at progress.  Benchmarks versus progress.  Progress doesn’t mean meeting all goals 

and benchmarks.   

 

Ron Shultz agrees with Wes McCart.  The statute doesn’t fit the situation.  The 

implementing agency can make some implementing decisions on what objectives to be 

met.  The statute says that goals and benchmarks are being met.  In this scenario it is 

hard to concur because of insufficient data.  But, not concurring isn’t fair since the 

counties have only had two years to implement.  Another option would be to concur and 

proceed.  Can things be changed?  Is there a sweet spot that allows for continued 

implementation for three more years and then report back on the goals and 

benchmarks?  Better data would answer the question.  We are working in the spirit of 

the statute to make sure the plans are solid.  VSP is different than the CAO, we are 

looking more closely.  The director’s proposal allows for walking a fine line and allows 

the counties to continue the work they are doing.   

 

John Stuhlmiller appreciates the director’s direction.  If we go down that path, it should 

be clear in the template as to what is needed from the counties.   
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Wes McCart says that it is his job on the Statewide Advisory Committee to give an 

opinion.  I am not opposed to the director’s path forward of extra reporting, but there 

isn’t any money to support that.  The plan is done, and it should be implemented.  Not 

opposed to that.  I still support concurrence with the caveat to address the Technical 

Panel comments.  The Technical Panel can’t say the counties succeeded and shouldn’t 

say no.        

 

John Stuhlmiller concurs with Wes McCart.  The Statewide Advisory Committee should 

move that the director to concur with the recommendation of the Statewide Advisory 

Committee – that progress is being made so far, difficulties being overcome.  The 

Technical Panel member comments should be looked at as we move forward.  The 

Statewide Advisory Committee doesn’t object to the director’s proposal and including 

the Technical Panel member comments, provided the cost of completing an additional 

report be included.   

 

Ron Wesen and Brandon Roozen agree.  There should be more input.   

 

Carol Smith says that this is really helpful and was wondering two things (1) would it be 

helpful to get additional clarity from the Technical Panel members or not? And (2) how 

supportive would the Statewide Advisory Committee be of requesting additional funding 

for the additional reporting by the counties?   

 

Wes McCart says that the Technical Panel and Statewide Advisory Committee should 

have at-length conversations.  The agencies have expertise in review and evaluation, 

but should it be the whole picture or a limited picture?   Does concur mean meeting all 

goals and benchmarks 100% or not?  Should come back to that discussion.  Could 

have that discussion prior to making a decision on these.  We’ve had meetings, used 

what they have done as guidance.  If the review had been done immediately when the 

reports were due, would they have concurred?   

 

John Stuhlmiller says we need to tell Thurston and Chelan to succeed in VSP.  We 

should move on as fast as possible.  It shouldn’t be financially burdensome for the 

counties.  It should be abbreviated.  More narrative.  It’s been so long.  Product delivery 

is the goal, not report delivery.   

 

Ron Wesen asks if we would have had the template, would the Technical Panel ask the 

same questions.  Could be one of the issues.   

 



 
 
 

 

 8 

Wes McCart says that in his eight years as a county commissioner, he has seen lots of 

unfunded mandates.  This is a huge issue for some counties.  Additional funding for 

more reporting.  Some counties are on the verge of failing.  Hard to ask counties to do 

this without more funding.   

 

Brandon Roozen says the counties only have so much money to use for reporting.  

Pitting counties against each other is a concern – disparate treatment.  We should meet 

with the Technical Panel.  The review shouldn’t be based on what the agencies think is 

the best available monitoring, but what is available in county resources.   

 

Ron Shultz says that the Commission’s position has been to pass the VSP funds to 

each county for them to use to meet their plan goals and benchmarks.  We have 

encountered some counties that want to spend all their VSP funds on one project.  We 

caution them that they must still meet their reporting on their goals and benchmarks.   

 

Brandon Roozen says that when an outside monitoring program comes in, how can that 

be funded.  Levi Keesecker might be able to help with that as there is a limited budget.   

 

Ron Wesen agrees with Wes McCart.  Willing to help seek additional funds.  Worried 

about proposed “net ecological gain” changes to GMA.  Lots of work for counties.  We 

should use VSP instead.  Good foundation to make those gains.  It will be a tough 

session.   

 

John Stuhlmiller doesn’t want counties to fail out of VSP.   

 

Wes McCart says our recommendation is to concur and go the full five years to the next 

reporting period in 2024 for their next progress report.  We support additional funding.  

More meetings with the Technical Panel is okay.  Don’t know if we need to hold up 

Thurston and Chelan.  Kittitas is up next – don’t want to have the same discussion.  

Need clear guidance on success.  If part of the watershed is in a county, how to report 

success?  Should the Technical Panel look at progress as a whole or in pieces?  If a 

county misses one goal or benchmark, is it okay to recommend concurrence or not?  

What does that mean?   

 

Carol Smith says she will take into consideration the advice that has been given.  We 

will be in touch with where these will be in the future.  The decision with these two will 

influence the future.  
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John Stuhlmiller recommends we concur, and incorporate the Technical Panel 

comments.  If the director chooses to proceed on the path she proposes, we would not 

object.  We support additional resources and additional funding.  The reporting 

requirement should be as easy to comply with as possible.   

 

Dean Hellie asks about Commission VSP staff – Levi Keesecker and says that the 

county work group is feeling it is being pressured into certain monitoring requirement 

and asks who decides what monitoring is needed or will be used.   

 

Ron Shultz says sometimes there are surrogates, supplements, and additional 

monitoring available.   

 

Ron Wesen says we need to be careful what we require. 

 

Brandon Roozen says that we should use other existing monitoring programs. 

 

Dean Hellie asks about water monitoring sampling and says that ECY seems to be 

wanting regulatory authority over which monitoring types the county work groups use.   

 

Bill Eller explains that it is up to each work group to determine what monitoring is 

appropriate to meet their goals and benchmarks, and that agencies can make 

suggestions, but it is up to each work group to decide and put that in their plan.  If one 

type isn’t working or gathering all the data needed, the work plan should be adaptively 

managed to find one that does.    

 

11:00 am: Adjourn  

 

 


