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Voluntary Stewardship Program 
State Agency Listening Session Notes 

Wednesday, September 29, 2021 
*** ON-LINE ONLY *** 
1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 

 
 

State Agency Listening Session 
 

Session Purpose:  To inform VSP stakeholders about the VSP 5YR report template and database, and to receive input from 
stakeholders on the template and database.   
 
1:00 pm: Opening Comments, Introductions, Session Objective & Agenda – Bill Eller, WSCC 
 
1:10 pm: Overview, purpose, and procedure of the 5YR report process in the VSP statute – Bill Eller, WSCC 
Six changes to the template and database where highlighted, as well as the discussion around the 2YR status report. 
 
1:30 pm: Thoughts from this mornings’ all VSP stakeholder listening session – Bill Eller, WSCC 
The action items spreadsheet was presented, as well as the issue of the 2YR status report and the desire the Commission 
has heard from counties and TSPs that the 2YR report somehow be incorporated into the 5YR reporting process, as well as 
the ask for a project list for funding from David Troutt. 
 
1:40 pm: Stakeholder input / roundtable / open discussion – Facilitated by Bill Eller, WSCC 
The action item spreadsheet and the six proposed template and database changes were discussed.  Highlights of proposed 
changes to the 5YR reporting process include: 

 ECY asserted that counties should be able to provide maps. 
 ECY and WDFW asserted that counties should be able to provide a narrative, summary, introductory or conclusory 

statement in the template. Adams County was a good example.  Context is important. 
 ECY supports the ability of counties to upload documents. 
 ECY would like a preliminary informal review process before the formal 5YR report process starts. 
 ECY supports incorporating the 2YR status report into the 5YR reporting process. 
 WDFW supports the continued used of the 5YR report template and database, with the six changes being 

proposed. 
 WDFW HRCD staff asserts they will provide data to HRCD counties sooner. 
 ECY and WDFW note that riparian enhancement takes time, and that factors into the discussion of protection 

versus enhancement.  County work groups seem to be struggling with the concepts of protection and 
enhancement as defined in the VSP statute.  

 SCC staff explain that funding isn’t yet available for enhancement activities.   
 Agencies discusses the nature of the VSP’s applicability at the watershed scale, versus at the parcel scale, and the 

confidentiality issues and data gathering issues around that. 
 SCC staff explain that VSP isn’t structured like the GMA – that not all parcels need to participate for counties to 

meet their work plan goals and benchmarks.  The request from David Troutt is directed towards enhancement 
projects. 

 WDFW staff bring up monitoring obligations for riparian projects.  SCC staff explain that the funder of those 
projects will have monitoring requirements that will need to be abided by. 

 WDFW HRCD staff report that HRCD may soon be funded and available statewide through the Governor’s 
initiative.   
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 ECY asserts that it is hard to show the effects of VSP at the watershed scale, some counties have robust 2011 
baseline data, others not.  Counties need to be able to connect-the-dots to show how BMP installation is meeting 
their work plan goals and benchmarks.   

 WDFW staff report that some work groups are having trouble having regular meetings and recruiting members.  
SCC staff explain that is a common problem among work groups because they are volunteers and the Commission 
doesn’t set required meeting intervals, but leaves that up to each work group.  The Commission has resources 
available to address work group dynamics and also anticipates talking with the work groups at upcoming 
meetings about this in the coming year. 

 WDFW reports that it seems that the focus of producer recruitment for some work groups is with smaller 
producers.  SCC staff and other agencies explain that each work group is unique and there is no one-size-fits-all 
approach to outreach.  Peer pressure and the pressure to not fail out of VSP may assist with participation.   

 WDFW brings up the issue of conversion of agriculture to non-agricultural uses and how work groups address that 
in their work plan.  SCC explains that the work groups are to adaptively manage their work plans to account for 
participants entering and leaving VSP.  Farmland preservation isn’t the main purpose of VSP, but a factor to 
consider in agricultural viability.  WDFW concerned that producers are using VSP to convert agriculture land to 
non-agricultural and to circumvent permitting requirements. 

 WDFW reports that some farm bill programs do not incentivize enough to bring producers to participate.  Agencies 
discuss the possibility of some farm bill programs (CREP, for example) having Washington State equivalents so as 
to reduce bureaucracy and increase efficiency. 

 WDFW asserts that VSP is working well in some counties, not so well in others.  SCC staff indicate that they will 
create a “heat map” of the VSP counties, based on the Technical Panel review and evaluation comments they 
received.   

 WDFW asserts that VSP BMP projects need to be meaningful projects that improve habitat conditions in a 
demonstrable way, and that they will encourage more meaningful investments in fish and wildlife habitat areas.   

 WDFW is concerned about the conversion of shrub steppe habitat to other uses and the impact to that critical 
area.  SCC staff indicate that work groups will need to account for that as they adaptively manage their work plan, 
and that the upcoming monitoring symposiums should held guide the work groups back to their work plan goals 
and benchmarks.   

 WDFW asserts that Mason County isn’t where they need to be and that the state should do something – perhaps 
provide them with an action plan to follow.  SCC staff assert that is why the statute includes a provision for the 
work group to adaptively manage their work plan, but beyond that the SCC has abided by the spirit of the 
negotiated legislation of VSP as an alternative to GMA regulation / direction from the state to local government.   

 WDFW staff feel like their voices are not being heard at some county work groups.  SCC staff explain that their 
voices should be heard, but it is ultimately up to each work group to accept or reject input from others related to 
their work plan.  VSP has always had a strong “bottom-up” ethos relate to land use.   

 WDFW HRCD staff assert that the counties should have a forum to discuss monitoring amongst themselves so 
they can exchange ideas and best practices. SCC staff explain that is one of the purposes of the upcoming 
monitoring symposiums, and that the counties should be working to create those kinds of relationships. 

 WDFW asserts that there should be clarified expectations to the county work groups about the kind of information 
and data that need to be reported in the 5YR report.  SCC staff indicate that is why the SCC, in consultation with 
the Technical Panel and Statewide Advisory Committee, created the 5YR report Guide and instructions, but it is 
still the county’s obligation to read / use the Guide and instructions as directed. 

 WDFW hopes that all counties have grown accustomed to reporting in the 5YR template by watershed, rather than 
by county, as that will ease review.  SCC staff assert that the crafting of the 5YR report template acknowledged 
that some counties would have difficulty with fitting county-wide data into the 5YR template, but that most 
seemed to receive and understand the benefits of that moving forward.   

 WDFW supports ongoing discussions about VSP among the agencies.  SCC staff agrees, and indicates those 
discussions can happen informally or formally, at any time. 
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2:45 pm: Next steps, another listening session needed, follow-up based on these comments (could include a 

summary document, follow-up meetings, or something similar) – Bill Eller, WSCC 
No next session.  Results of the state agency listening session will be discussed at upcoming joint VSP Technical Panel / 
Statewide Advisory Committee meetings, the two proposed changes (of the six described above) that were being 
contemplated will be further discussed with the Technical Panel and Statewide Advisory Committee.  Once that discussion 
is resolved and the Commission makes a decision on them, after they are implemented (if they are), the template and 
database will be finalized for the next round of 5YR reports (the 10YR reports).  Once complete, the template and 
database will be released / made available to VSP stakeholders through the VSP newsletter (and likely directly to the 
“responsible individuals” listed in the SCC – county VSP contracts).   
 
3:15 pm: Adjourn 
 

If you have any questions or are a person with a disability and need special accommodations, please notify our office prior to the meeting at (360) 407-
6200. 
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