Columbia County VSP
Work Group Meeting Agenda
Zoom Online Platform
June 7, 2021 @ 6:30 p.m.
Work Group Meeting

Zoom link:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83626697220?pwd=TW9XM2NtVTZHdi9rMEhFelRKaHFJQT09

Phone: 1-253-215-8782
Meeting ID: 836 2669 7220
Passcode: 281253

1) Call to Order
2) Minutes
3) County Updates
a. Budget update
b. Col. Co. Tech Panel Public Meeting is June 10
c. Update on adaptive management work with Anchor QEA
4) Implementation Progress
a. CCD brief update
5) Action Items
a. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
b. 5-Year Report
i. Review and approve letter for tech panel
6) Comments, concerns, items not listed on the agenda
7) Next meeting
8) Adjournment
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Columbia County Voluntary Stewardship Program
Work Group Meeting Minutes
April 8, 2021 ~ Columbia Conservation District/Zoom

I.

Call to Order
Work Group Member Roland Schirman called to order the second quarter 2021
meeting of the Columbia County VSP Work Group at 5:02 p.m. on April 8, 2021.
Schirman facilitated the meeting as former Chair Marty Hall has been sworn in as
Columbia County Commissioner and will attend in an advisory/informational
capacity for future meetings. The meeting was held at the Columbia Conservation
District boardroom and was available via the Zoom meeting platform due to COVID
19 meeting restrictions.

II.

Attendance
In-person attendance: Roland Schirman, Joy Eckhoff, Terry Brugeman, Tom Schirm
(WDFW), Nicholas DePaulo (Conservation District Staff), Tracy Hanger (USDANRCS), Marty Hall (Commissioner), Levi Keesecker (State Conservation
Commission), Aneesha Dieu (Conservation District Staff) Dena Martin (County
Planning Staff)

III.

Approval of Minutes
Eckhoff moved to approve the minutes of the January 19, 2021 meeting; Bruegman
seconded. All approved.
Due to the lack of voting members in attendance Schirman requested to stray from
the agenda order to accommodate the limited availability of Bruegman and address
action items with a quorum present.

IV.

Implementation Action Items
• VSP 2019-05 Amendment:
o Staff had not realized that a $50,000 annual cap applied to VSP
funded cost share projects when the Peyton spring
development/watering station project was approved by the work
group at a cost of nearly $94,000. Dieu has worked with the
landowner to split the project into two parts – one for watering
facilities and one for spring development. The watering facility
portion will take place this funding cycle as the landowner has found
the appropriate cisterns that are currently available. The spring
development portion of the project will be submitted in a separate
application in the 2021-2023 biennium.
o Eckhoff motioned to amend VSP 2019-05 to reflect only the watering
station project, at a budgeted cost of up to $50,000 in the current
biennium, and delay the watering station portion of the project until
the upcoming biennium. Bruegman seconded. All approved.
• VSP 2020-01 Fletcher Reduced Till:
o Dieu introduced a proposed reduced till project that will reduce water,
nutrient and soil runoff, resulting in cleaner surface water. The
practice also improves water, soil and air quality. Dieu said the

producer will contract out direct seed application to determine if the
practice is successful on the 202 project acres. If so, the landowner
will consider purchasing his own equipment to use in future plantings
in this and additional acreage.
o The work group discussed the project, including cost-per-acre and
potential benefits. Following discussion the work group agreed that if
the trial run brought another producer on board with the practice, it
was worth the investment.
o Bruegman motioned to approve the project as discussed. Eckhoff
seconded. All approved.
V.

Adaptive Management
Martin requested that the work group approve the hire of a consultant to aid with
updating the existing work plan to reflect adaptive management amendments. The
SCC allows for outright hire of a service provider for projects under $10,000. As
there are only eleven weeks until the end of the funding cycle, staff proposed
soliciting Ben Floyd, who is extremely familiar with the area and has worked on
multiple county VSP plans. Unused funds would be moved from the Cost-share
portion of the budget to the Adaptive Management and Monitoring line items.
• Bruegman moved to approve the transfer of budget funds and the recruitment
of a consultant to craft adaptive management as discussed. Eckhoff seconded.
All approved.

Following the close of all action items, Bruegman left the meeting, which was officially closed at5:29
p.m.. Attendees remained to discuss additional non-action items of relevancy.
VI.

VII.

Updates from State VSP
• Staff asked about sending additional information to the tech panel prior to the
June public meeting. Keesecker indicated that supplementary material tended
to add confusion and that a letter of explanation at the meeting is the best
approach. He said that the work group should not stress too much as all
counties have been in the same position.
• Keesecker indicated approval of plans to update goals and benchmarks,
linking them to critical areas and watersheds and shifting money from costshare to adaptive management.
• Staff asked if there was a due date for the adaptive management updates.
Keesecker said that, if it was agreed that the County was on-target to meet
goals, then the six-month adaptive management plan timeline will not apply.
• Staff asked about pairing state and federal dollars for use in VSP projects and
Keseecker commented that leveraging of such relationships was encouraged.
Hanger noted that her agency has paired with counties on VSP projects as
well.
• Keesecker indicated willingness to work with an adaptive management
committee on updated monitoring methods.
Implementation Progress

Conservation District Manager Aneesha Dieu provided an update on current costshare projects.
• Phase one of the Bret Touchette Reforestation Project (VSP 2019-03) has
been completed and final steps are being taken prior to submitting for
cost-share reimbursement.
• Other approved projects are in-process and should be finished up prior to
the June 30 deadline.
• The Hutchens nutrient management initial test results are back. Final
results are not anticipated for two years.
• Dieu mentioned a possible new project where erosion caused a pump site
to fall into the river. She will review to see if it is a good fit for VSP.
VIII.

County Updates
• Quarterly report: The second-quarter report was submitted to the state and
was made available for work group review.
• Work group membership:
o Martin sent out emails and postcards to former work group members,
asking for a return to active participation.
o Rick Turner and Skip Mead have indicated that they will return to
active work group membership.
o A press release was submitted to the Waitsburg Times and the Dayton
Chronicle, and was printed in The Times.

IX.

Adaptive Management
• Martin, Dieu, Turner and Eckhoff will get together for a half-day work
session to nail down key points to address with adaptive management. Martin
will send out a Doodle Poll to gauge availability in the next week or two.
• Schirm reiterated Keeskcker’s comments not to stress and that many counties
were in the same predicament over frustration with the reporting method and
trying to determine how to best adapt to it.

X.

XI.

Next Meeting
No meeting date was set. A meeting will need to be held in May or early June to
approve adaptive management and a letter to be drafted to be read at the tech panel
public meeting in June. .
Adjournment
The informal portion of the meeting was closed at 5:11 p.m.

Dear VSP Technical Advisory Panel:
Columbia County, the VSP Work Group, and Columbia Conservation District (CCD) thank you for giving
us the opportunity to share our experience with the recent 5-year report submission.
Similar to other counties, we struggled with adapting our plan to fit the database template for the 5year report. While we found the template to be unwieldy and redundant, the reporting process did
bring to light deficiencies in our existing plan, which we are already taking steps to remedy.
Webinars and 5-year-report guidance repeatedly directed counties to pull goals and benchmarks directly
from their work plans. Therefore, we worked from the approved and adopted plan, even though we
quickly realized that was not going to be the most accurate portrayal of the work taking place in
Columbia County.
In response, the work group has already approved the hire of a consultant to work with us to adaptively
manage our benchmarks and indicators. In future reporting, stewardship practices and BMPs will be
grouped by function as they relate to critical areas within each WRIA. We will evaluate each critical area
and WRIA by looking at all relevant stewardship practices as a whole, rather than pinpointing individual
practices.
This will remedy issues we faced with the current report, such as not being able to list a cost-share
reforestation project because the practice was not listed in our benchmarks. It will also clear up
confusion expressed by tech panel advisors when we had to list two benchmarks as “not met” even
though they were only 36 and 15 acres short, and yet we assert our goals were met because this
minimal shortage was offset by other practices that exceeded protection benchmarks by thousands of
acres.
The fact that practices were not originally inventoried and broken down by WRIA was a significant
shortcoming in our approved and adopted work plan. We are currently inventorying the critical areas
and conditions in each WRIA as well as the existing BMPs implemented in each. This will establish a solid
baseline for evaluation with the next 5-year report.
Working through this process has also generated beneficial conversations regarding how we collect,
document, and store relevant data. We will continue to discuss and fine-tune our processes to enable
more efficient access and improve accuracy with future reporting.
The reporting process also highlighted the need for improved monitoring, especially since much of the
data we intended to use was unavailable when we attempted to pull it. In the future, CCD will more
clearly document the critical area impacts to be used in reporting. The work group will also work closely
with other agencies and Tribes to determine additional monitoring methods that may be available. We
plan to ensure that monitoring reflects a variety of critical area functions, but wish to remain adaptable
as we are aware that monitoring methods and availability are ever-evolving.
Because we were under a time crunch in completing the 5-year report, and didn’t know what it would
include until we were in-process, we didn’t have the time necessary to complete a supplemental report
that could have provided a better overview of Columbia County’s stewardship accomplishments.

While we understand the logic behind a database format, we feel a verbal report would have provided a
more accurate reflection of our efforts. Perhaps future reporting can include a combination of both. At
the very least, we would request a significant amount of lead time to become familiar with the format
so that we know what to make available in supplementary materials. With the current database, one
couldn’t really “look ahead” to see how the data was going to be incorporated.
Another downfall was the redundancy and repetition of the database. One of the advisors commented
that we did not include enhancement goals. Those were not spelled out separately in our work plan and
we did not realize we should have included them in the report. However, doing so would have nearly
doubled our 415 page report, which seems unnecessary as any benchmarks that were exceeded would
qualify as enhanced.
We realize this has been a learning process for all involved and are grateful for the supportive and
encouraging responses we have received when we had questions. While we do maintain that Columbia
County met the protection benchmarks listed in our plan, we look forward to voluntarily clarifying and
improving our work plan to more clearly highlight our accomplishments and better assess future critical
area concerns.
We appreciate your time and willingness in partnering with us to ensure that VSP is a success in
Columbia County.
Sincerely,

The Columbia County VSP Work Group

VSP Adaptive Management
Work Session 04-23-21 Outcomes












Rework goals to look more like pages 44-51 of the Whitman County Plan (Not
sure if we want/need the “existing plans” section) vs. pp 57-63 of the Col. Co.
plan.
As benchmarks, we used the specific practices listed in the charts on pp. 71-71 of
the Col. Co. plan, applying them to critical areas as shown in the chart on p. 68 of
the plan. (Practice totals were not separated by WRIA in the original plan.)
Instead, we would like to show maintenance/increase in the overall total of all
BMP/stewardship practices that affect each critical area by WRIA. For example,
we had two benchmarks that were technically “unmet” because one showed a
net loss of 36 acres of CSP Grazing Management, and another showed a net loss
of 14.7 acres of CSP 449 Irrigation Water Management. However, the fact that
other practices were exceeded by thousands of acres, didn’t offset this “loss” in
the reporting. We were also unable to mention unlisted projects such as a VSP
cost-share reforestation project and local fish habitat restoration efforts. We
would like to evaluate each critical area/WRIA by looking at all relevant
stewardship practices as a whole.
We will need to develop a chart showing all existing practices, with
measurements, that currently affect each critical area in each WRIA. Then
develop a list of all available practices that could be implemented in the future
so that they can be used as benchmarks in future reporting as they are
implemented.
Need clarification on Ag Viability goals and how to report. Ag Viability is
addressed on pp. 34-35 of the Col. Co. plan and monitoring is mentioned in Table
5-6 p. 74 (tracking economic survey data.) We prefer the way it is included with
goals in the Whitman plan. However, we’re still unclear on how this will be best
reported.
Col. Co. Monitoring reporting was based on the items listed in Table 5-6 and pp.
74-75 of the work plan. The majority of these indicators focused on water and
several of the tools were not available. We would like to work with other
agencies (NRCS, WDFW, Tribes, etc.) to determine what other monitoring
sources may be available. We would like to indicate some specific methods that
will be used, but allow for the inclusion of alternate reporting options as other
monitoring methods become available.
Develop a very simple set of bylaws/rules of procedure for the Work Group.

