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Voluntary Stewardship Program 
Joint Technical Panel & Statewide Advisory Committee Meeting 

Wednesday, December 16, 2020 

2:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

Facilitator – Bill Eller, VSP Coordinator, WSCC 

Meeting Notes – Alicia McClendon, WSCC 

 
Webinar Attendees: Alicia McClendon, Amy Martin, Barbara Adkins, Bill Eller, Brandon Roozen, Brian 

Cochrane, Charissa Waters, Chelsea Benner, Craig Macku, John Stuhlmiller, Kelly McLain, Kenna 

Fosnacht, Leslie Michel, Levi Keesecker, Marguerite Abplanalp, Mark Taylor, Mary Huff, Rick Mraz, Ron 

Shultz, Ron Wesen, Sean Williams, Scott Kuhta, Wes McCart 
 

Opening Comments, Introductions, Session Objective & Agenda 
 

VSP Program update – Bill Eller, Ron Shultz, WSCC 
 

 Sean Williams, new WDFW VSP staff 

Introduced at the last joint meeting and in the last VSP Newsletter. Sean has been with WDFW for 
about a month and is still getting up to speed on all things VSP. In his roll, he will be supporting 
WDFW with the review and assessment of the 5 year reports, while also supporting regional staff with 
helping deliver technical assistance to county VSP work groups. 

 

 Legislature / budget 
Legislative Session begins Jan. 11th and will be held virtually this year. Anyone that is interested will 
be able to access committee meetings and testify remotely. Information will be available on the 
legislative webpage on how to join. Leaders in both houses would like to limit topics that come up 
during this Session. Topics that they want to cover include, COVID-19 financial response/recovery, 
equity issues, policing, and climate.  
 
The Governor will release his budget this Thursday. OFM has said they consider VSP as part of a 
base budget for SCC. This is good news as it means SCC would not have to submit a yearly request 
for funding of VSP. Ron is waiting to hear more from OFM on this. Bill will send a message out to the 
group after the budgets are released on Thursday.  
 
Ron has not heard anything relating to VSP from the Legislature due to the limited topics and issues 
that will be covered this year. A potential issue that could come up is the concept of net ecological 
gain, which has been brought up in previous Sessions. This was a requirement that applied to GMA 
and the VSP portion of the GMA statute that would have required SCC to reopen all VSP work plans 
and apply a net ecological gain concept. That bill did not pass in the house. Ron does not know if the 
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sponsor will bring this up again this Session.  
 

 UW Growth Policy Framework 
The UW was tasked by legislature in a budget proviso to carry out some of the recommendations in a 
previous Ruckleshouse Center report about GMA and the need to improve elements of GMA. 
Through the Summer, UW facilitated growth policy framework discussions which was an overall look 
at the GMA. The latest version of the legislation they are working on does not address VSP. There are 
some provisions that modify the GMA in the critical areas mostly requiring Puget Sound counties to 
look to Puget Sound Partnership information and data, however it is not clear if this will impact the VSP 
counties in the Puget Sound. The bulk of it has to do with transportation and affordable housing issues. Ron 
stated he does not expect any of these to have much of an effect on VSP. Reach out to SCC staff if you’re 
interested in more information. 

 

 5 year report training webinar – November 5, 2020, 1-3 pm 
As part of SCC’s effort to provide information and training on the 5 year report process and template, 
a training session was offered by SCC staff, Brian Cochrane and Levi Keesecker for those 
responsible for gathering the data and inputting it into the report template. The training was recorded 
and posted on the SCC website.  

 

 VSP “Monitoring 101” webinar – December 8, 2020, 9-10:30 am 
This webinar was also held by SCC staff, Brian Cochrane and Levi Keesecker, geared towards TSP’s 
and those getting work done on the ground to give a basic level of understanding of what monitoring 
looks like in VSP and the kind of data and information SCC would like to see in the 5 year reports. 
The webinar was recorded and is available to view on the Commission website. 
 

 Department of Commerce Critical Area Monitoring webinars – beginning January 13th, 2021 
Commerce will be holding a series of webinars beginning January 13th through March 24th which will 
touch on topics related to VSP. Webinars will be held every Wednesday. Links to register have been 
included in the last few VSP Newsletters which are available to download on the Commission website. 
Brian Cochrane will be presenting at the first session on monitoring and VSP counties that rely on 
regulatory backstops. Scott Kuhta provided additional information about the topics that will be covered 
throughout the series. Topics will include individual critical areas and permitting and regulations. 
There will also be a presentation on HRCD by Keith Folkerts from WDFW. All are welcome to join. 

 

 VSP report and monitoring briefing to Commission - January 21, 2021 
Levi and Brian will be presenting a brief report out to Commissioners at the next virtual SCC meeting 
in January around the VSP program and monitoring in conjunction with some of the counties and 
CD’s that are implementing VSP on the ground. This session should be about an hour to an hour and 
a half during the January Commission meeting. Anyone that is interested in hearing the presentation 
is welcome to join. Please refer to the Commission Meeting webpage on the SCC website for more 
details. A final agenda for this meeting will be available soon.  
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 Statewide Advisory Committee membership terms – up in February 2021 
Ron has more details on this topic, but unfortunately had to leave the meeting early. Bill mentioned 
that SCC is currently seeking appointees for the vacant Environmental Community positions on the 
SAC. Ron is making phone calls to try and get participation. The process for current, long-standing 
SAC members (John Stuhlmiller, Brandon Roozen, Wes McCart, and Ron Wesen) will be the same 
as in previous years—nomination letters sent to the Commission by the member organization, then an 
appointment process would take place as described in the VSP statute. Either Bill or Ron will be in 
contact with the Association of Counties to inquire about reappointing Commissioners Wesen and 
McCart as continuing members, or recommending other representatives. SCC is always looking for 
more participation from the tribes. 

 

 HRCD Update – WDFW – Ken Pierce, Mary Huff, Robin Hale  
Holding off on this topic to allow more time for discussion at the next joint TP&SAC meeting in 
January. WDFW did provide an HRCD update handout which Bill sent out to the group this morning. 
Mary elaborated that that handout is a status update of was have been delivered so far and what is 
still to be delivered and to whom.   

 

Five Year Report Process / Guide / Instructions updates – Bill Eller, Ron Shultz, WSCC 

 Regulatory backstop and proof of protection in the five-year report – Commission change in 
policy 
This has been a topic of discussion for a few months now. SCC’s position is that if a county is relying 
in any way on a regulatory backstop for the protection of critical areas in their plan, some level of 
proof must be reflected in the 5 year report showing that the backstop is providing protection to critical 
area. Examples of this are provided in the Five Year Report Guide.  

 
John Stuhlmiller says he wants to make it clear to county work groups what is meant by proof of 
protection. We want to be careful not to potentially invalidate county plans. When a regulatory 
structure is built at the county level with the CAO it is deemed protective when it is approved.  
 
Bill agreed with John’s statements and says that is what we’ve attempted to do with the language that 
is in the 5 Year Report Guide. Additional language, which was approved by the Commission, was 
added to the Guide in either August or September in attempts to provide some examples of the kinds 
of information and documentation that should be in the report. 
 
John said that the third example given in the guide (No Groundwater contamination in CARAs) should 
not be a test for VSP. 
 
Bill opened it up to the group for comments or other suggestions on how to modify the list of examples 
of supporting evidence in the Guide.  
 
Scott Kuhta suggested revising the language of the first two bulleted examples listed, commenting 
that there is no prohibition of new construction within frequently flooded or geologically hazardous 
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areas, you would just have to meet certain standards. The main point to make is that they are meeting 
regulations and implementing the code as it’s written.  
 
Rick Mraz appreciated the points made by Scott Kuhta and John Stuhlmiller and agrees language as 
written in this section of the Guide needs to be revised to be more clear on what is being asked. 
 
Scott offered a suggestion that as jurisdictions do amend their regulations periodically to meet the 
best available science, but also to strengthen code requirements, maybe that is something that could 
be reported as well, which is really about monitoring and adaptively managing regulations. Further 
comments and input are provided by the group.  
 
Bill acknowledged that further discussion will be needed on this at another meeting due to the 
unanticipated in depth conversation and concerns raised by the group today.  
 
Discussion continues. Bill said he would bring these comments and suggestions up with Commission 
leadership about re-wording this section of the Guide and will update and seek further review from the 
group at the next meeting.  

 

 Update - template and database maintenance contract – In place 
A contractor was hired by the Commission to assist in the creation and maintenance of the 5 year 
report template and database. This will continue to be a work in progress as the statue does not 
provide much guidance in the process and what information should be collected in the report. The 
Commission understands that adjustments will need to be made to the report as we go forward. 
Contractor will be available through June 2021 to make adjustments as needed in the template.  

 

 Update - template and database contract to allow Technical Panel members interface 
Meeting is scheduled for January 7th with TP, Commission staff, and the contractor to go over and fix 
issues that have come up with the database and push out a patch to counties. 

 
Brian stressed the importance of focusing on how rather than what data is collected and reported. It 
was a difficult task for SCC to determine what information would be needed in the report, as the 
statue does not provide much information or guidance on how the SCC director is to determine if a 
report meets the goals and benchmarks indicated in the county work plan or does not. 

 

 Instructions for Technical Panel member comment submittal and review 
Five reports have been submitted and sent to TP members for review so far. Bill asked if any TP 
members have feedback about the process so far. Rick had recently expressed concerns regarding 
the timeline for reviewing the reports with the number of reports coming in, most of which a several 
hundred pages long.  

 

 Set schedule for five year report review and evaluation public meetings 

Bill showed updates that he’s made to the report schedule. One change that was made is in the 



5 

 

 

Action steps—one step was removed. 
 

Mary appreciated the work done with this but requested that if a report is to come in early, the 30 day 
review period not be triggered early and to stick with the reporting schedule, so it does not overload 
TP members with the number of reports that will be coming in in such a short period of time already.  

 

Mary proposed adjusting the TP review period from 30 days to 45 days to give members some extra 
time to review and submit comments on each report. Other members supported this. Bill will make 
adjustments to the schedule and send out an update. 

 

Continued discussion of applying the VSP definition of agricultural activities – all 
Seeking feedback and comments from the TP & SAC regarding the following updates: 
 

 Updated Policy Advisory 04-19 
At least 3 examples have been added to the policy advisory based on comments and feedback from 
counties.  

 

 Updated Agricultural Activities Decision Tree 
Same changes made in the policy advisory were made in the Decision Tree.  
 

Continued discussion…. 
Wes McCart asked if portion of land or parcel currently operating under an existing CAO is converted from 
non-ag to on-going and existing ag activities, would the existing CAO still apply 
 
Group would like further discussion on this topic at the next meeting. 

 

Set next joint meeting – Friday, January 29, 2021 at 9 am (proposed) 
John proposed to start at 8:00 am or 8:30 am instead. Group agreed on scheduling meeting to begin at 
8:00am on January 29th. Bill will send out a meeting invite.  
 
 
Adjourned at 5:08pm 


