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Introduction

Columbia County’s 2-year Status Report, covering fiscal years 2019-2021, provides an outline of
the status and accomplishments of the Columbia County Voluntary Stewardship Work Plan,
approved by the WSCC on July 27, 2018. The Columbia County Work Group (Work Group)
asserts that implementation is on track to meet the goals and objectives identified in the work
plan to protect critical areas while maintaining agricultural viability in the County. This assertion
is validated with a letter of concurrence from the State Conservation Commission, dated July 23,
2021, in response to the Work Group’s submission of its 5-Year Report.

1.1

Two-Year Status Report Development

This report was developed by Columbia County Planning staff, with the technical assistance
of the Columbia Conservation District and under direction and approval of the Columbia
County VSP Work Group.

1.2

Requirements

This 2-year Status Report includes information intended to fulfill the state requirements outlined
under the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A.720(1)(j) and to provide a periodic
evaluation of the effectiveness and accomplishments of the County’s Voluntary Stewardship
Program (VSP) Work Plan in meeting the purpose and intent of VSP (RCW 36.70A700(2)). This
report is prepared for sharing with Columbia County, the Washington State Conservation
Commission (WSCC), partnering agencies, and the public. The WSSC states that the 2-year
Status Report should include how the work plan is affecting each of the eight items listed below:
1. Protection and enhancement of critical areas;
2. The long-term viability of agriculture;
3. Reducing farmland conversion;
4. Maximizing voluntary programs;
5. Leveraging existing resources;
6. Fostering a spirit of cooperation;
7. Ongoing efforts to improve compliance;
8. Voluntary stewardship practices.
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Summary of Actions and Accomplishments

This is a summary of the voluntary stewardship and outreach activities completed by the County,
the Conservation District, and others over the previous two years that support VSP
implementation and monitoring.

2.1

Outreach

Multiple outreach methods inform and educate the public regarding VSP goals,
implementation progress, and the opportunities available to producers. During this
second 2-year reporting period, covering July 2019 – June 2021, the following outreach
efforts took place:


Maintained an active Voluntary Stewardship Program web page on the County
website, listing recent updates and achievements and providing access to Work
Group meeting agendas and minutes.



Continued to work with Mapseed to further develop the Columbia County “Share
Your Stewardship” website at
https://columbiacountyvsp.mapseed.org/page/about. The goal of Mapseed is to
spread awareness of current conservation practices and data collection.



Developed a cost-share policy, application, and scoring process to encourage
producer participation in VSP cost-share projects.



Developed and mailed a postcard to 250 local producers on October 31, 2019,
regarding VSP cost-share opportunities.



Placed color ads in the November 14, 2019 issues of the Dayton Chronicle and
Waitsburg Times promoting cost-share opportunities.



Provided information for an article on VSP implementation and assessment titled
“County prepares to assess Voluntary Stewardship success” in the October 8, 2020
issue of the Waitsburg Times.



A press release recruiting Work Group participation and updating on 5-Year
Report submission was submitted to the Waitsburg Times and the Dayton
Chronicle. The article ran in the January 28, 2021 issue of the Waitsburg Times.



An email with a postcard-style attachment was sent to original Work Group
members encouraging them to re-engage with the group in January 2021. Three
original, but inactive, members re-committed to participating.



A paragraph on VSP was included in the first issue of the Columbia Conservation
District newsletter, distributed to 446 recipients on April 28, 2021.



The Work Group approved a VSP display at the 2020 and 2021 Columbia County
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Fair. Due to COVID-19 restrictions, the 2020 fair was cancelled. Plans are on track
to have a display highlighting VSP efforts and opportunities at the 2021 fair in
September.

2.2

Implementation

The first step in the implementation process is for landowners to complete and submit an
Individual Stewardship Plan Survey. This survey documents how the landowner has previously
adopted voluntary stewardship practices and identifies those who are interested in exploring
more options for protecting critical areas while maintaining or enhancing their existing
operations. Thirty-one VSP surveys were received in 2018, the prior biennium. An additional
eight surveys were received in the 2019-2021 biennium.
Projects implemented in this biennium increased agricultural viability while producing habitat
for beneficial species, protecting against erosion, promoting land fertility, increasing herd
carrying capacity, and protecting riparian buffers and stream access.

2.3

Cost-Share

Cost-Share is an example of the maximization of the use of voluntary incentive programs to
encourage good riparian and ecosystem stewardship as an alternative to historic approaches
used to protect critical areas in Columbia County.
The Columbia County Work Group expressed a strong desire to support landowners as directly
as possible and originally allocated $130,000 of the total 2019-2021 VSP budget as Cost-Share
Match to Producers. Budget amendments were subsequently required to cover technical
assistance and adaptive management, but over $90,000 remained earmarked as Cost-Share
Match at the end of the biennium.
The Work Group developed a Cost-Share Policy, Cost-Share Application, and a Scoring
Evaluation Rubric to aid in implementation of the Cost-Share Program. The development and
subsequent approval of the Cost-Share Policy adds to the existing voluntary incentive programs
currently available in Columbia County that encourage riparian and ecosystem stewardship as
an alternative to historic approaches toward critical areas protection.

2.3.1 Funding Cap
The Columbia County VSP Cost-Share Policy provides for a 75% match for projects with no
other funding and a 50% match on unfunded project costs for projects that have other outside
funding. Applications are assessed for approval based on a scoring rubric designed to evaluate
critical area impacts, project goals and clarity, feasibility, cost-effectiveness and sustainability,
among other criteria. The VSP has a year-round call for projects and all landowners may apply.
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2.3.2 VSP Cost-Share Projects
The Columbia Conservation District provides the primary source of technical assistance and
serves as the cost-share implementation lead. VSP-funded projects must meet all Washington
State Conservation Commission requirements identified in Section 8 of the VSP Grant and
Contract Procedure Manual.
The following VSP projects were approved and implemented 2019-2021:
VSP 2019-03 Touchette Reforestation: NRCS Code 666 Forest Stand Improvement.
Approximately 2,250 Ponderosa Pine and 750 Douglas Fir were planted over approximately 25
acres as a post-fire restoration project to improve wildlife habitat. The site was burned in 2006
during the Columbia Complex Fire and most of the overstory trees were killed. The landowner
had planted a few trees over the years but experienced poor survival rates. USDA Staff Forester
Carri Gaines visited the site and the project followed her report recommendations.
VSP 2019-04 Howard Ranch Fencing: NRCS Code 382 Fencing and 561 Heavy Use Area
Protection. The project includes the installation of livestock control fencing and watering
stations along the Turner Road – Marengo Grade Road, adjoining a spring-fed basin waterway.
This holding has historically been utilized in a rotational grazing program by the landowner with
the livestock watering source being this spring branch/drainage waterway. The project is
identified and designed to support salmon recovery while addressing water quality concerns,
specifically contributions from tributary sources along the river reach. The project will impact
approximately 5,721 feet of stream length, a tributary to the Tucannon River, which supports
Spring Chinook Salmon, Snake River Steelhead and Bull Trout, all ESA listed species, while
allowing the landowner to maintain the diversity of his total land holdings in an agriculturally
viable status. The
project is partially
funded through a
WSCC/CCD Natural
Resources Investment
cost-share agreement.
The VSP Work Group
approved a 50% VSP
cost-share
reimbursement on the
unfunded portion of the
project.
A finished Water Gap protects the stream from contaminants

VSP 2019-05 Peyton Spring Development: NRCS Code 614 Watering Facility. The project
includes technical assistance and oversight of the development of a watering system using two
Columbia County VSP 2-Year Status Report
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existing springs on approximately 1,947 acres of grazing land bordered by North Patit and West
Patit Creeks. Developing springs with adequate-capacity water tanks will allow cattle to pasture
on and better utilize different areas of the ranch and will provide respite to currently
overburdened creek access areas. The project will allow expanded cattle grazing by providing
clean, dependable water and will reduce cattle-watering impacts on the creeks, which have
steelhead and trout populations.
VSP 2019-06 Marengo River Ranch Fencing: NRCS Code 382 Fencing. The project includes
approximately 3,700 feet of livestock fencing to protect an approximately 16- to 17-acre riparian
buffer along the Tucannon River. The project will protect an existing riparian buffer from
streambank erosion and sediment transport, while improving water quality. At the same time,
agricultural viability will improve as livestock production is optimized.

Columbia Conservation District staff, VSP work group members and technical experts provide a landowner with input
during a site visit to assess a potential cost-share project.

VSP 2019-08 Phinney Invasive Species Control: NRCS Code 512 Pasture Improvement.
Approximately 120 acres will undergo pasture modification/restoration to enhance wildlife
viability and improve livestock carry capacity. Technical assistance was provided to address
currently existing invasive species followed by fertilization and seeding with a transitional crop
of oats.
VSP 2020-02 Hutchens Nutrient Management: NRCS Code 590 Nutrient Management. This
project is a Columbia Conservation District Educational Demonstration Project, which began in
Columbia County VSP 2-Year Status Report
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2018 with soil assessments to the 60-acre field. The producer participated in the Wheat College
in 2019 and learned about the Kinsey/Albrecht system of soil fertility management. The CCD
collected soil samples that were analyzed at Kinsey’s Lab and specific plans for nutrient
amendments were developed to raise overall soil fertility to improve and maintain yield and/or
crop quality. The project will minimize agriculture nonpoint source pollution of surface and
groundwater sources and protect air quality by reducing odors, nitrogen emissions and the
formation of atmospheric particulates while improving the physical, chemical and biological
condition of the soil. The CCD anticipates this project will provide a constructive educational
benefit to the local community and growers in surrounding areas.

VSP 2021-01 Fletcher Reduced Till: NRCS Code 345 Residue and Tillage Management,
Reduced Till. The project area includes 202 acres south of Turner Road, with portions west and
east of Courtney Road. The area is utilized for pea, winter and spring wheat and garbanzo bean
production. Current production methods include heavy tillage practices and the producer is
looking to transfer to reduced tillage practices and will consider purchasing his own equipment
if the project is successful. Reduced tillage helps reduce sheet, rill and wind erosion, reduce
tillage-induced particulate emissions, maintain or increase soil quality and organic matter
content, reduce energy use and increases available plant moisture.
The Work Group has received applications for the following projects, which require
further evaluation or have been delayed to the next funding biennium:
VSP 2019-01 Martin Development of an earth spring runoff basin.
VSP 2019-07 Knebel Windbreak and Shelterbelt Establishment.
VSP 2019-01 Thorn Nutrient Management.
The following application was deemed unfeasible and denied by the Work Group:
VSP 2019-01 Touchette Engineered Spring Catch Basin.

2.3.3 Technical Expertise
The Columbia Conservation District, as technical lead, continues to work directly with producers
to generate stewardship projects for VSP Work Group consideration and subsequent
implementation.

2.4

Monitoring

Methods of monitoring used to detect changes in critical areas functions include those
associated with land use changes, water quality, hydrology, soil function and habitat.
Monitoring methods used in the Columbia County 5-year Report included WDFW High
Resolution Change Data, Washington State Department of Ecology 303d lists, USDA Natural
Columbia County VSP 2-Year Status Report
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Resources Soil Erosion and Function Monitoring, and USDA Geospatial Data. The work plan
has suggested including the use of data from Washington Department of Ecology water
quantity and quality monitoring and U.S. Geological Survey water quantity and quality
monitoring, however, data was unavailable for both sources.
The CCD works to field verify 10% of implemented conservation practices through monitoring
and visual recognition annually. Through ISP development, the CCD works with interested
landowners through outreach, site visits, and monitoring. The CCD conducts field verification
following the installation of all practices and projects funded by the VSP to ensure that the
practices are consistent with best management specifications.

2.5

Adaptive Management

In the Columbia County VSP 5-year Report, submitted to the SCC in January 2021, the Work
Group maintains that the VSP has met the required protection benchmarks as listed in the
plan and, therefore, adaptive management is not required. However, the reporting process
brought to light several deficiencies in the Columbia County plan, which the Work Group is
taking steps to remedy through voluntary adaptive management.
Several Work Group members, CCD and Planning Staff, and WSCC Natural Resources
Scientist Levi Keeseker participated in a work session that resulted in identifying the following
elements for adaptive management:


Goals will be re-worked to better link protection and enhancement objectives and
stewardship strategies to the key critical area functions and values to include water
quality, hydrology, soil health, and habitat.



Review and revise the plan’s protection benchmarks. In future reporting, stewardship
practices and Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be grouped by function as they
relate to critical areas within each WRIA. Each critical area and WRIA will be evaluated
by looking at all relevant stewardship practices as a whole, rather than pinpointing
individual practices.



The fact that practices were not originally inventoried and broken down by WRIA was
a significant shortcoming in the original work plan. The CCD will inventory the critical
areas and conditions in each WRIA as well as the existing BMPs in each to establish a
solid baseline for evaluation with the next 5-year Report,



The reporting process highlighted the need for improved monitoring, especially
because much of the data the work group intended to use was unavailable at the time
of reporting. The work group will work closely with other agencies and the Tribes to
determine additional monitoring methods that may be available. The work group
plans to ensure that monitoring reflects a variety of critical area functions, but wishes
to remain adaptable, as it is aware that methods and availability are ever evolving.
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The work group will review and clarify Ag Viability goals and monitoring.



The work group will develop a set of Operating Procedures or Ground Rules for the
work group.

The work group approved the hire of a consultant to assist with adaptive management. Work is
currently underway and will continue into the 2021-2023 VSP biennium.

3

Progress Toward Goals and Objectives

Columbia County’s VSP Work Plan outlines a critical area specific approach to monitoring for
protection of all five critical areas. Following submission of the 5-year Report, the plan goals
were updated, through adaptive management. The updated goals prioritize the preservation
and enhancement of the key functions of each critical area and list relevant conservation
practices as well as desired agricultural viability outcomes. Below is the first draft of the updated
work plan goals. The work group will continue to review and fine tune these goals to better tie
stewardship practices to critical areas protection and enhancement to improve future reporting.
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3.1

Geologic Hazard Areas

Goal #1: Protect and/or enhance GHA functions
Protection and enhancement: Special emphasis on key functions provided by GHAs.
GHA Functions

Key
Functions
Water
Quality

Affect rate of soil erosion and associated movement of sediment
deposited in surface waterbodies

Hydrology

Affect rate of groundwater infiltration and rate of surface water runoff

Soil

Improve structure of soils to minimize some types of erosion

Habitat

Affect rate of erosion as it relates to sediment inputs to stream and
wetland aquatic habitats

Purpose:
Avoid and minimize impacts of erosion and landslide hazards on stream quality, important fish
and wildlife habitats, and protect areas designated from degradation by upland agricultural
uses.
Avoid and minimize damage to agricultural activities due to erosion, landslides, or other naturally
occurring geologic events.
Agricultural viability: This goal will be achieved while sustaining agriculture viability through the
following:
Preserving land available for agriculture
Ancillary agriculture benefits from implemented practices (increased soil moisture, weed
management, and pollinator/beneficial organisms)
Reducing costs associated with soil replenishment and flood cleanup
Financial incentives to offset start-up costs for new practices and infrastructure
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Goal #1: Protect and/or enhance GHA functions
Objectives
Promote and monitor practices
that:


Maintain or reduce erosion and
sediment loads. Focus efforts in
watersheds with water quality
impairments and Total
Maximum Daily Load
allocations for sediment.



Stabilize steep slopes.




Avoid compaction of soil
Avoid disturbing top and toe of
steep slopes.



Avoid irrigating unstable
slopes.

Consistency with Existing
Plans

Key Conservation Practices


Conservation Cover




Nutrient Management
Forest Understory
Management



Tree/Shrub
Establishment




Mulching
Pond



Grade Stabilization
Structure
Shoreline Stabilization





Columbia County
Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (DNR
2008)



Tucannon Basin Habitat
Restoration Geomorphic
Assessment and
Restoration Prioritization
(Anchor QEA 2021)



Tucannon River
Geomorphic Assessment
and Habitat Restoration
Study (Anchor QEA 2011)
Upper Touchet Basin
Habitat Restoration,
Geomorphic Assessment
and Restoration
Prioritization (Anchor
QEA 2020)
Walla Walla Water 2050
Strategic Plan (WWWMP
2021)
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3.2

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Goal #2: Protect and/or enhance FWHCA functions
Protection and enhancement: Special emphasis on key functions provided by FWHCAs.
FWHCA Functions

Key
Functions
Water
Quality



Reduce siltation by stabilization of streambanks from riparian
vegetation



Nutrient cycling and removal of excess nutrients and provide water
filtration



Moderate water temperature by providing shade



Store and retain water to reduce flooding and contribute to base water
flows



Large wood recruitment/channel stabilization and habitat for beaver

Soil



Reduce rate of erosion by providing vegetative cover

Habitat



Provide in-stream spawning, rearing, and migratory habitat for fish



Provide habitat for beaver, which impact hydrology and riparian areas



Provide upland and riparian migration corridors, refuge, forage,
nesting, and rearing areas for wildlife

Hydrology

Purpose:
 Preserve habitat adequate to support viable populations of native fish and wildlife
Protect the functions and values of priority and locally important habitat
 Provide for connectivity among habitats


Agricultural viability: This goal will be achieved while sustaining agriculture viability through the
following:


Reducing regulation surprises associated with priority habitat degradation and species decline



Ancillary agriculture benefits from implemented practices (soil conservation, weed
management, and pollinator/beneficial organisms)



Reducing costs associated with lost ecosystem services (e.g., flood control and water filtration)



Financial incentives to offset start-up costs for new practices and infrastructure
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Goal #2: Protect and/or enhance FWHCA functions
Objectives

Key Conservation Practices

Promote and monitor practices
that:



Conservation Cover




Tree/shrub Establishment
Restoration and
Management of Rare and
Declining Habitats



Fish and Wildlife
Structure



Riparian Forest Buffer



Upland Wildlife Habitat
Management




Watering Facilities
Fencing



Heavy Use Area
Protection
Livestock Pipeline



Maintain or increase stream
miles or total area of riparian
areas with native vegetation



Replace culverts and other
salmon passage barriers on
private agricultural lands and
expand salmonid access to
high priority habitat



Maintain or increase acreage or
percent of acreage of
functional habitat for locally
important priority and rare
species, including suitable
native plant communities, in
areas with agricultural activities





Forest Understory
Management
Mulching



Critical Area Planting




Streambank Stabilization
Forage and Biomass
Planting



Integrated Pest
Management
Stream Stabilization
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Consistency with Existing
Plans


WRIA 32, 33, and 35
watershed plans



Riparian Ecosystems,
Volume 1: Science
Synthesis and
Management
Implications (WDFW
2020a)



Riparian Ecosystems,
Volume 2: Management
Recommendations
(WDFW 2020b)
2011 Snake River Salmon
Recovery Plan (SRSRB
2011)





Southeast Washington
Counties Shoreline
Master Program and
Restoration Plan (2017)



Walla Walla Water 2050
Strategic Plan (WWWMP
2021)
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3.3

Wetlands

Goal #3: Protect and/or enhance wetlands functions
Protection and enhancement: Special emphasis on key functions provided by wetlands.
Wetland Functions

Key
Functions


Reduce siltation and erosion



Provide water filtration



Moderate water temperature by providing shade

Hydrology



Store water to reduce flooding and contribute to base water flows

Habitat



Provide aquatic and woody vegetated habitat for fish and wildlife

Water
Quality

Purpose:
 Achieve no net loss of wetlands (maintain aggregate baseline conditions) on lands used for
agricultural activities in each watershed


Avoid and minimize adverse impacts



Increase the quality and functions of wetlands through voluntary measures



Ensure that agricultural activities in wetlands and riparian areas are implemented in a way that
will avoid and minimize potential impacts

Agricultural viability: This goal will be achieved while sustaining agriculture viability through the
following:
 Ancillary benefits from implemented stewardship practices (improved soil function/soil
preservation, weed management, increased pollinators/beneficial organisms, and increased
fertility)
Reducing regulation surprises associated with priority habitat degradation and species decline
 Reducing costs associated with lost ecosystem services (e.g., flood control and water filtration)


Reducing input costs associated with nutrient, pest, and water management
 Financial incentives to offset start-up costs for new practices and infrastructure
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Goal #3: Protect and/or enhance wetlands functions
Objectives
Promote and monitor practices
that:







Maintain (no net loss) extent of
baseline wetland functions and
values on lands used for
agricultural activities in each
watershed
Avoid unmitigated alterations
to wetlands
Maintain or increase suitable
native plant communities in
wetlands and associated
riparian protection areas
Implement conservation
practices for wetland
management, creation, or
enhancement

Columbia County VSP 2-Year Status Report

Consistency with Existing
Plans

Key Conservation Practices


Riparian Forest Buffer





Tree/Shrub
Establishment
Restoration and
Management of Rare and
Declining Natural
Communities

Riparian Ecosystems,
Volume 1: Science
Synthesis and
Management
Implications (WDFW
2020a)



Riparian Ecosystems,
Volume 2: Management
Recommendations
(WDFW 2020b)



Southeast Washington
Counties Shoreline
Master Program and
Restoration Plan (2017)
Walla Walla Water 2050
Strategic Plan (WWWMP
2021)





Streambank Stabilization



Conservation Cover



Fencing



Wetland Wildlife Habitat
Management



Wetland Creation



Heavy Use Area
Protection
Integrated Pest
Management





Watering Facilities
Streambank Stabilization




Forage and Biomass
Planting
Critical Area Planting



Mulching



Integrated Pest
Management
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Tucannon Basin Habitat
Restoration Geomorphic
Assessment and
Restoration Prioritization
(Anchor QEA 2021)



Tucannon River
Geomorphic Assessment
and Habitat Restoration
Study (Anchor QEA 2011)
Upper Touchet Basin
Habitat Restoration,
Geomorphic Assessment
and Restoration
Prioritization (Anchor
QEA 2020)
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3.4

Frequently Flooded Areas

Goal #4: Protect and/or enhance FFA functions
Protection and enhancement: Special emphasis on key functions provided by FFAs.
Key
Functions

FFA Functions

Water
Quality



Vegetation in FFAs holds underlying soil in place and provides area for
new sediment deposits to settle out

Hydrology



Store and retain surface water in floodplain



Recharge groundwater that can later be returned to help maintain base
water flows



Support moisture content in soils

Soil

Reduce rate of erosion
 Support plant growth that can increase organic inputs to soil


Habitat



Provide aquatic and riparian habitats for wildlife, plants, and fish

Purpose:
 Preserve natural flood control, stormwater storage, and drainage
Maintain the linkages of the stream to its floodplain, including flood channels or high flow
channels
 Minimize flood damage to agricultural properties and operations


Agricultural viability: This goal will be achieved while sustaining agriculture viability through the
following:
 Ancillary agriculture benefits from implemented practices (maximized availability of surface
withdrawals for irrigation, flood control benefits/soil preservation, increased soil moisture,
weed management, and pollinator/beneficial organisms)


Reducing costs associated with flood management and flood cleanup



Financial incentives to offset start-up costs for new practices and infrastructure
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Goal #4: Protect and/or enhance FFA functions
Objectives
Promote and monitor practices
that:





Maintain or reduce impervious
surfaces
Avoid permanent unmitigated
alterations to floodplain areas
that increase net floodwater
displacement in the watershed
Maintain and/or enhance
floodplain area functions and
connectivity of streams to their
floodplains



Conservation Cover




Tree/Shrub
Establishment
Riparian Forest Buffer



Stream Stabilization



Fencing



Watering Facilities



Fencing



Livestock Pipeline
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Consistency with Existing
Plans

Key Conservation Practices


Riparian Ecosystems,
Volume 1: Science
Synthesis and
Management
Implications (WDFW
2020a)



Heavy Use Area
Protection
Forest Understory
Management

Riparian Ecosystems,
Volume 2: Management
Recommendations
(WDFW 2020b)



Mulching



Southeast Washington
Counties Shoreline
Master Program and
Restoration Plan (2017)
Walla Walla Water 2050
Strategic Plan (WWWMP
2021)
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3.5

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas

Goal #5: Protect and/or enhance CARA functions
Protection and enhancement: Special emphasis on key functions provided by CARAs.
Key
Functions

CARA Functions

Water
Quality



Infiltration through soil column and underlying geology improves
groundwater quality and protects public drinking water supplies

Hydrology



Recharge groundwater sources

Purpose:
 Maintain groundwater recharge and prevent the degradation of groundwater resources.
Maintain the delicate balance between surface water and groundwater in order to preserve
essential biological, physical, and geochemical functions.
 Protect vital groundwater resources that serve as the primary water source for agricultural
activities.




Balance competing needs for water while preserving natural functions and processes.

Agricultural viability: This goal will be achieved while sustaining agriculture viability through the
following:
Ancillary agriculture benefits from implemented practices (increased soil, increased soil
moisture, weed management, pollinator/beneficial organisms, and increased fertility)
 Reducing input costs associated with chemicals


Reducing costs associated with irrigation and livestock watering
 Financial incentives to offset start-up costs for new practices and infrastructure



Hazardous materials spill containment and cleanup
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Goal #5: Protect and/or enhance CARA functions
Measurable Objectives
Promote and monitor practices
that:




Avoid or minimize the risks of
groundwater contamination
from agricultural activities,
consistent with County and
state water quality standards
Maintain or improve
groundwater recharge and
ensure sufficient infiltration of
water at the land’s surface to
sustain aquifers, maintain base
flows in fish-bearing streams,
and maintain wetland water
levels.

Consistency with Existing
Plans

Key Conservation Practices


Integrated Pest
Management



WRIA 32, 33, and 35
watershed plans




Conservation Cover
Tree/Shrub
Establishment





Fencing

Southeast Washington
Counties Shoreline
Master Program and
Restoration Plan (2017)




Livestock Pipeline
Watering Facilities



Walla Walla Water 2050
Strategic Plan (WWWMP
2021)



Tucannon Basin Habitat
Restoration Geomorphic
Assessment and
Restoration Prioritization
(Anchor QEA 2021)



Tucannon River
Geomorphic Assessment
and Habitat Restoration
Study (Anchor QEA 2011)
Upper Touchet Basin
Habitat Restoration,
Geomorphic Assessment
and Restoration
Prioritization (Anchor
QEA 2020)
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3.6

Stewardship Actions

The table below details the stewardship practices, or protection benchmarks, as listed in the adopted
2018 VSP Work Plan and used to evaluate progress toward Work Plan goals.
Table 1
Stewardship Actions
Stewardship
Action
Pest
Management
(CSP)
Pest
Management
(595)
Grazing
Management
(CSP)
Nutrient
Management
(CSP)
Nutrient
Management
(590)
Water
Management
(CSP)
Irrigation
Water
Management
(449)
Livestock
Pipeline (516)
Tree/Shrub
Establishment
(612)
Cover Crop
(340)
Conservation
Crop Rotation
(328)

Acres/Feet

2021
Objectives
from Work
Plan

Progress

10

2,701 ac

1,835 ac

Exceeded

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

18

9,469.5 ac

204 ac

Exceeded

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

36

614.4

1,137 ac

Unmet

FWH, WET,
CARA

3,409 ac

196 ac

Exceeded

FWH, WET,
CARA

2,105 ac

204 ac

Exceeded

Critical
Areas
Affected

Number
of
Projects

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

17

217.7 ac

74 ac

Exceeded

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

2

11.3 ac

26 ac

Unmet

WET

5

5000 ft

210 ft

Exceeded

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

49

2248.01 ac

44 ac

Exceeded

GHA, FWH,
WET

67

13255.8 ac

24 ac

Exceeded

GHA, FWH,
WET

10

1,869.6

16 ac

Exceeded
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Critical Area
Planting (342)
Fencing (382)
Access Control
(472)
Stream Habitat
Improvement
(395)
Riparian Forest
Buffer (391)

GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA
GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA
GHA, FWH,
WET, FFA

7

77 ac

8 ac

Exceeded

220,616 ft

3,347 ft

Exceeded

51

4301.1 ac

841 ac

Exceeded

FWH, WET,
CARA

18

422,980 ft

6,200 ft

Exceeded

FWH, WET,
CARA

56

2,045.51 ac

8 ac

Exceeded

Overall acres reported in the listed stewardship practices is 44,553 acres, which does not
include foot-measured practices. Only 4,676 acres was needed to meet the work plan baseline
benchmarks.

3.7

Participation

It is a goal of the work group to promote producer participation in voluntary stewardship of
agricultural lands and critical areas to meet the protection and enhancement benchmarks
and protect critical areas functions and values at a County-wide watershed level. The chart
below summarizes participation goal accomplishments as listed in the work plan.
Table 2
Participation – County Level
Benchmark
Sufficient active
participation by
commercial and
non-commercial
operators over
10 years that
achieves the
protection of
critical area
functions and
values at a
County-wide
watershed level
with a 20%
increase in
participation

Strategy/Metric
Acres reported
in key
stewardship
strategies and
practices

Accomplishment
Overall acres reported in stewardship practices is
44,553 acres. The number of acres needed to meet
work plan baseline benchmarks was 4,676 acres.
Actual practices exceed benchmark requirements by
39,877 acres. Overall feet reported in stewardship
practices is 548,388 feet. The number of feet needed
to meet work plan benchmarks was 9,547 feet.
Actual practices exceed benchmark requirements by
538,841 feet.

Status
Exceeded

Number of VSP
self-assessment
checklists
submitted

VSP self-assessment checklists were developed and
distributed through a County-wide mailing to area
landowners and producers who were encouraged to
report past and current stewardship efforts. The

Exceeded
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over baseline
level

Sufficient
producer
participation
necessary to
meet protection
and
enhancement
benchmarks

Passive
participation by
commercial and
non-commercial
agricultural
operators in VSP
stewardship
strategies and
practices in
maintained over
10 years on
agricultural land

Technical
assistance and
outreach is
provided to
agricultural
producers to
encourage
stewardship
strategies and
practices and
VSP participation

Mapping and
aerial photo
evaluation
and/or rapid
watershed
assessment of
practices in
place.
Random
sampling of
producers in the
field by technical
assistance
providers
Number of
outreach and
education
events and
number of
attendees

checklist is utilized as a method for technical staff to
work with landowners to develop stewardship plans
and/or to aid in cost-share project implementation.
38 checklists have been submitted to date.
Submitted stewardship checklists report multiple
stewardship actions to protect or restore critical
areas in Columbia County.
30 individual stewardship plans were completed
with landowners who signed cost-share agreements,
in partnership with the Columbia County Weed
Board, to participate in a Star Thistle Eradication
program, which doubled the acreage previously
sprayed. Eight more stewardship plans are being
developed to include fencing, reforestation, spring
development, invasive species control and
educational nutrient management projects.
WDFW and the Umatilla Tribes (CTUIR) are affiliated
partners in stewardship strategies and provide high
resolution aerial views for monitoring practices. The
Snake River Salmon Recovery Board partners with
CCD in providing rapid habitat assessments for
individual project areas affecting specific practices
requiring monitoring.

Exceeded

Met

CCD performs site assessments for willing
participants interested in what strategies they can
use to improve their land stewardship whether or
not they participate in a unique program.

Met

Education and outreach has consisted of:
 Multiple articles on VSP submitted to and
printed in local papers
 The production and wide distribution of
informational postcards and brochures
 Maintaining and updating a VSP page on
the County website
 Mailings of VSP stewardship surveys
 Color ads promoting VSP placed in local
papers
 Placement of posters in highly visible
locations
 A blue-ribbon winning informational booth
at the 2019 Columbia County Fair. (COVID19 prevented participation in the 2020 fair.)

Met
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3.8

Development and promotion of a Mapseed
“Share Your Stewardship” website for
landowners to promote stewardship
actions.
The Columbia Conservation District
provides ongoing technical assistance in
response to VSP Checklists and/or VSP
cost-share opportunities with
landowners/producers regarding potential l
stewardship actions and/or cost-share
project implementation. The Conservation
District has called in foresters, engineers
and other expert consultants to aid with
technical assistance as needed.

Ag Viability

Agricultural viability in the County includes regional and individual farm goals. They are
defined, respectively, as the County’s ability to sustain agricultural production over time and an
individual farm’s ability to meet financial obligations and make a profit.

3.8.1 County-wide Ag Viability
Agricultural viability at the regional level is the support system that helps individual farms
succeed. This system also helps to alleviate potential threats and supports local producers in
their operations and ability to take advantage of business opportunities.
Table 3 includes specific goals and accomplishments toward maintaining agricultural viability
at the County level.
Table 3
Agricultural Viability – County Level
Regional Elements
Concept

Stable and secure agricultural land
base

Accomplishments
-Alternative energy has become a secondary source of income
within the County
-Ag service companies such as Wilbur Ellis, McGregor and AgLink
provide an up-to-date knowledge base for absentee landowners.
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Regional Elements
Concept

Infrastructure and services

Support for best farm management
services
Education, training, and succession
planning

Accomplishments
-VSP, CCD, NRCS, FSA, Wheat Grower’s and Cattlemen’s
Associations, etc. identify funding for best management projects
and supporting self-funded projects
-The CCD works with landowners and provides technical assistance
with stewardship actions.
-WSU provides research data to local producers.
-VSP provides information and support through the VSP website,
articles, fair displays, postcard mailings and newspaper ads.
-Local producers support local businesses.

Welcoming business environment

-County honors “Right to Farm” through its zoning requirements
and Comprehensive Plan goals and priorities.

Solid marketing environment

3.8.1 Farm Level Ag Viability
At the farm level, agricultural viability rests mostly on the productivity of the land and the
ability of the operator to balance input costs with a field’s productivity potential and sales and
market pressures. The Work Plan emphasizes implementing stewardship and conservation
measures through a systematic approach that maximizes the dual benefits of protecting and
enhancing critical areas while enhancing agricultural viability. These systems are a suite of
farming practices, applied by crop type, that target multiple agricultural viability concerns,
including water, soil health, nutrient, and pest. In combination, practices that maximize benefits
and synergies through a systematic approach will have the most benefit for critical areas and
agricultural viability.
Another important aspect of agricultural viability is the importance of operating and
maintaining existing stewardship practices and systems to achieve long-term benefits and
minimize the number of discontinued practices over time. The continued adaptive
management of existing conservation practices and systems will be a key component of VSP
implementation. New technology is another area that must be explored by agricultural
producers to improve the operation of existing conservation practices and systems or establish
new ones. As described in the Work Plan, conservation practices have the potential to benefit
multiple resources.
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Table 4 includes specific goals and accomplishments toward maintaining agricultural viability
at the farm level.
Table 4
Agricultural Viability – Farm Goals
Concept
Reduce inputs

Detail
Energy (power, fuels)
Chemicals
Labor

Maintain or
enhance land
production
capacity

Maintain
flexibility to
respond to
market
conditions
Provide
incentives

Soil health
Water systems and
moisture management
Nutrient management

-Precision ag with GPS guidance and promotion of notill/reduced-till and direct seed.
-VSP provided cost-share on one reduced-till project, with
the hope that, if successful, the producer will purchase his
own equipment for future seeding.
-Enhanced production is supported through education,
research, and cost-share incentives.
-VSP cost-share projects included no-till, spring
development, nutrient management projects.

New technologies
Changing land in
production
Individual schedule for
implementing farming
practices

-Wind farms have provided an additional source of revenue
to producers

Cropping choices
Payment for measures
Tax breaks
Urban development

Manage
farmland
conversion

Accomplishments

Assets protection
Retention of farm
ownership

-Strong support with CDs, NRCS, FSA and VSP funding
-Open space and forest management programs provide tax
breaks
-Local zoning requirements protect resource lands
-A 40-acre minimum parcel sizes is required in A-1 ag
zones.

Maintaining resource
lands
Provide a “no
surprises”
regulatory
environment
Protect private
property rights

Clean Water Act, Clean
Air Act, Endangered
Species Act, and others
County permitting
(drainage and other
requirements)
Recognizing and
respecting rights
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Provide
resiliency to
environmental
variation
Maintain
lifestyle

4

Rainfall, temperature, -Environmental data is gathered and housed at the CCD
and other environmental
factors can affect
agricultural production
and activities
Maintain agricultural
way of life

-Preservation of farming is a priority in the County
Comprehensive Plan

Assessment, Monitoring and Adaptive Management

The work group managed the implementation phase and administered a cost-share
program for stewardship actions identified in the work plan. The work group relies heavily
on the Columbia Conservation District to provide technical assistance to producers and
serves as the lead agency for implementation and documentation of stewardship practices.

4.1

Assessment

The work group asserts in its 5-year Report that the County is on track to meet the protection
benchmarks listed in Tables 5-4 and 5-5 of the adopted work plan. The WSCC agreed with this
assessment in its July 23, 2021 concurrence letter received following review of the County’s 5year Status Report. Stewardship actions have been implemented for all critical areas across all
watersheds as shown in Table 1, above. Critical area impacts are summarized below. The original
data did not include a breakdown by WRIA but current data has been broken down and will be
carried forward in future reporting.


Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA): All benchmarks with direct and indirect critical
area intersects to CARAs were exceeded.



Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area (FWHCA): Fourteen of the 16
benchmarks with direct and indirect critical area protection intersects to FWHCAs were
exceeded. Two of the benchmarks were unmet due to undocumented stewardship
actions and program changes and availabilities’. Grazing (SCP) Benchmark #3 was 558
acres short and Irrigation Water Management Benchmark #7 was 11.3 acres short for a
total shortage of 549.3 acres below benchmarks. However, this shortage is more than
compensated for by the thousands of acres exceeding benchmarks in other intersecting
stewardship practices.



Frequently Flooded Areas (FFA): Six of the eight benchmarks with direct and indirect
critical area protection intersects to FFAs were exceeded. Two of the benchmarks were
unmet but compensated for by other practices as noted above.



Geologic Hazard Area (GHA): Ten of the 12 benchmarks with direct and indirect critical
area protection intersects to GHAs were exceeded. . Two of the benchmarks were unmet
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but compensated for by other practices as previously noted.


Wetlands: Fifteen of the 17 benchmarks with direct and indirect critical area protection
intersects to wetlands were exceeded. . Two of the benchmarks were unmet but
compensated for by other practices as previously noted..

Overall acres reported in stewardship practices is 44,553 acres, which does not include feetmeasured practices. Only 4,676 acres was needed to meet work plan baseline benchmarks.

4.2

Monitoring Indicators

The Columbia County Work Plan identified and documented specific environmental variables
related to VSP goals and benchmarks.
Table 5
Indicator Source Summary
Critical Area
Affected
WET
FFA
FWHCA

Indicator Source

Data Period

Washington Dept. of
Ecology 303d Lists

Washington Dept. of Health
Groundwater Quality Monitoring

U.S Geological Survey Water
Quantity and Quality
Monitoring

2012Current

FFA
GHA

Data not retrievable

WDFW High Resolution Change
Detection Program

2011-2017

FWHCA
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Between 2011-2020 the
temperatures did not exceed the
criterion for the Tucannon River
(17.5°C) at any of the locations

At the time of data sequestering the
information for this monitoring tool
was not available. Moving forward,
Data not retrievable
this tool will be removed and replaced
with a more effective monitoring
method.

WET
CARA

Findings
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WET
CARA
FFA
GHA

USDA Natural Resources Soil
Erosion and Function
Monitoring

Annually

FWHCA

4.3

OM depletion remains mostly
“moderately high” – no net change –
in delegated dryland crops, irrigated
crops and rangeland from 2011-2017.
Erosion remains slight/moderate –
slight positive impact – in delegated
dryiland crops, irrigated crops and
rangeland. Statistics some from
VSP/Other program implemented
areas and areas not impacted by
VSP/other programs.

Adaptive Management

As noted in Section 2.5, adaptive management is already underway to improve the Columbia
County Work Plan. Changes include:


Reworking goals to better address critical area functions



Reviewing and revising protection benchmarks



Inventorying stewardship practices by WRIA



Improved monitoring



Clarifying ag viability goals



Developing work group guidelines/operating procedures

The need for improved monitoring was by far the weakest link in the Work Plan, as noted by
the following comments by WSCC Executive Director, Carol Smith, in her 5-year Report
Concurrence Letter:


All reviewers noted that monitoring needed to be improved (adaptive management for
data sources that didn’t pan out) and conclusions based on that data so the County
work group can more clearly demonstrate that the critical areas functions and values are
being protected.



Multiple reviewers noted that adaptive management should be utilized to develop new
monitoring techniques that utilize some on-the-ground monitoring that ties in with
implementation of agricultural best management practices.



Multiple reviewers noted that no data or information was included in the report to
support the County work group’s assertion of meeting enhancement goals and
benchmarks.



Some reviewers noted that more monitoring needs to be done and connections
between accomplishments and installed practices established in more detail.



Some reviewers noted that many best management practices were being installed, but
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found the connections between the installation of those practices and the critical area
functions and values to not be adequately explained.


All reviewers agreed that the adaptive management by the County would improve
reporting and monitoring efforts.

In order to improve monitoring and reporting, the CD will more clearly document the critical
area impacts to be used in reporting. The work group will also work with local agencies and the
CTUIR to determine additional monitoring methods that can be affordably and effectively
utilized. The work group plans to ensure that future monitoring reflects a variety of critical area
functions, but wishes to remain adaptable as it is aware that monitoring methods are ever
changing.

4.4

Spirit of Cooperation

The goals of the VSP are supplemented and supported by multiple agencies and organizations
throughout the County. The CCD, BPA, WSSC, WDFW, Salmon Recovery Funding Board, USDA,
DOE, WSU Agronomy Department, WSU Extension, BMLT, and CTUIR are among those that aid
in enhancing critical areas by providing support, technical assistance, funding and education.

4.4.1 Blue Mountain Land Trust
The BMLT partners with landowners to voluntarily and permanently protect the natural, scenic
and agricultural value of privately owned land through the use of conservation easements. Most
landowners with conservation easements continue to live on and manage the land for forming,
ranching, recreation and other uses, while protecting the land from future development. These
easements ensure that the tradition of ranching and farming continues into the future as these
lands are passed down to future owners.
Between 2011 and 2019 BMLT conserved four properties utilizing conservation easements for a
total of 280.27 acres. In 2020, the trust closed on two more properties, bringing that total to
309.15 conserved acres.
These easements support the goals of the County’s comprehensive plan as well as those of the
VSP by:


Reducing the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling low-density
development.



Maintaining and enhancing natural resource-based industries such as agriculture.



Retaining open space.



Conserving fish and wildlife habitat.



Protecting water resources.

4.4.2 Floodplains By Design
Floodplains by Design (FbD) is a public-private partnership led by the DOE, the Nature
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Conservancy and the Puget Sound Partnership and is focused on accelerating efforts to reduce
flood risks and restore river habitat. FbD supports important Washington values such as
agriculture, clean water, and outdoor recreation.
In 2019, the program helped fund a plan to restore a functional floodplain along a three-mile
stretch of the North Fork Touchet River in Columbia County. Construction is estimated to take
about three years and will cost approximately $5 million. The Salmon Recovery Funding Board,
CTUIR, BPA and FbD all contributed funding to the project.
This local project is an excellent example of collaboration between tribal agencies, government
agencies and private landowners. One landowner involved in the project is Bill Warren, an
orchardist whose family has farmed the area since the early 1900s. Warren gave over a section
of his land to floodplain through a conservation easement.

4.4.3 Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
River Vision provides direction for CTUIR fish habitat restoration by identifying physical and
ecological processes of a highly functional and dynamic river system with a focus on the five key
touchstones of hydrology, geomorphology, connectivity, riparian vegetation and aquatic biota.
In the Tucannon region, CTUIR lists the following accomplishments:


158 acres of floodplain restored



26 miles of improved fish habitat accessed



3 barriers removed and improved



36 miles of improved river complexity



597 pool habitats constructed



2,812 in-stream structures installed



102 riparian acres improved



12 riparian miles improved

In implementing the 2019 Tucannon Programmatic Habitat Program, the CTUIR worked with the
CCD, Nez Peirce Tribe, Snake River Salmon Recovery Board, US National Forest and WDFW.
Programs were funded through BPA, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board and the WSCC.

4.4.4 Individual Stewardship
In addition, many producers take personal initiative in improving agricultural viability while
protecting critical areas. For example, some producers exiting the CRP program have chosen to
leave grass or filter strips in areas of high erosion potential. Other producers with expiring CRP
contracts willingly transition into higher priority practices such as direct seeding and nutrient
management.
A number of private landowners in Columbia County choose to participate in the state Timber
Land and Designated Forest Land Classification, which provides a special tax incentive to
owners of land used primarily for growing and harvesting timber. In order to participate,
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landowners must develop a Timber Management Plan, which protects critical area functions
and values through the wise stewardship of forest lands.

4.4.5 Consistency with Existing Plans
The strategies and practices implemented by these entities are consistent with existing plans
and studies, including:


WRIA 32, 33, and 35 Watershed Plans



Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan



Southeast Washington Counties Shorelines Master Program and Restoration Plan



Walla Walla Water 2050 Strategic Plan



Tucannon Basin Habitat Restoration Geomorphic Assessment and Restoration
Prioritization



Upper Touchet Basis Habitat Restoration, Geomorphic Assessment and Restoration
Prioritization

5



Tucannon River Geomorphic Assessment and Habitat Restoration Study



Columbia County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (DNR)



Riparian Ecosystems Volumes 1 and 2 (WDFW)

Status of the Columbia County VSP Work Plan

The Columbia County VSP Work Plan has met its 5-year protection benchmarks for 2021 and
is on track to continue to meet future benchmarks. Future reports will continue to showcase
the stewardship practices that protect the County’s critical areas while increasing ag viability.
Improved monitoring will more strongly identify improvements to critical area functions in
response to these stewardship actions.

6

Voluntary Stewardship Program Successes

One of the cost-share projects to receive VSP funds in 2021 included an Education Demonstration
Project, which started in 2018, as an extension to the pilot project that began in 2013. The pilot
project applied variable amounts of lime on one-acre plots across the county. VSP has helped
supplement the funding needed to apply multiple macro and micronutrients to an approximately
60-acre test plot in hopes of correcting pH problems experienced countywide.
“The results of this project are still pending and, with the unfortunate 2021 summer
drought conditions, the nutrients were not integrated into the soil profile as much as we
would have hoped. Nonetheless, we see this project as being a precipice towards gaining
the much-needed knowledge of what works and what doesn’t work in the realm of nutrient
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management,” said CCD Manager Aneesha Dieu.
The nutrients applied are as follows: 500 lbs/acre of Pelleted
CalCarb, 3500 lbs/acre Dolomite (magnesium & calcarb), 500
lbs/acre of K-Mag (potassium & magnesium), 10 lbs/acre of
Boron, 20 lbs/acre of Copper Sulfate, and 30 lbs/acre of Zinc
Sulfate. The starting pH of Hatchet Field overall is 5.0. The goal
is to reach a pH of 6.5 over the next three-to-five years.
Historically, and still today, fertilizers are used as a common
application for improving soil health and production. Nitrogen,
phosphorus, potassium and sulfur (N-P-K-S) are the most
widely used with boron, zinc and copper becoming more
common in more recent times. These met basic needs for
hundreds of years all over the world, but problems arose as soil
Micro and macronutrient application and
pH has lowered and conditions such as aluminum toxicity have
monitoring will aid in Countywide
risen to critical points in some areas. Scientists have warned
nutrient management understanding.
agricultural producers that change must take place to avoid
catastrophic events in which soils will be unrecoverable.
Data dating back to 2013 shows soil pH in areas of the County as low as 4.2, with optimal pH
being 6.5 for most crop types. The CCD, along with partners, have taken the first steps toward
bettering the outcome of these lowering pH conditions. The CCD has implemented a soil health
regimen, based off
recommendations of Kinsey
Agricultural Services to alter
these negative outcomes. The
program utilizes the concepts
of William Albrecht, who
sustained his theory and
observation that a declining
soil fertility, due to a lack of
organic material, major
elements, and trace minerals –
or a marked imbalance in
these nutrients – resulted in
poor crop production.
With this strategy, which is
ever evolving as new
Hatchet Field nutrient management test site pre-amendments.
technology and information
become available, along with information shared from local partners, the CCD is optimistic that it
can help provide the information needed to turn the tables on soil health decline.
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“We will continue to educate our
local producers on the benefits of
holistically caring for their land and
will look to utilize VSP as a path
toward making these soil
amendments more economically
feasible,” said Dieu.

Participating landowner Clay Hutchens is grateful for the opportunity and support provided by
the funding, which he’s hopeful will provide wide-ranging positive impacts.
“The VSP has allowed us to take a soil-quality research project to the next level. Through
cooperation with the Columbia Conservation District, we’re intensively studying soil
properties on a large-field scale, and VSP funding supports and provides money for both
research and experimental product applications. One hopeful outcome of this project is to
amend the soil so it that can produce higher quality crops with improved yields. A second,
and perhaps more valuable outcome, would be to gain a deeper understanding of soil
biological and chemical properties which can then be translated to cropland in the whole
Pacific Northwest. This project, with help from VSP, has potential to reach beyond one
farm, and positively impact the broader agricultural cropping systems in our region to
provide a safe, abundant food supply,” Hutchens said.

Hatchet Field
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Appendices


Concurrence Letter



Cost-Share Policy

July 23, 2021
Dena Martin, Planning Manager
Columbia County Planning & Building
114 South 2nd Street
Dayton, WA 99328
Re:

Concurrence with the assertion of the Columbia County Work Group in their Five Year
Report

Dear Dena:
This letter is serves to document my decision to concur with the assertion of your county Voluntary
Stewardship Program (VSP) work group that it is meeting its county VSP work plan goals and
benchmarks in its five year report, submitted January 20, 2021.
Background
The VSP requires each county watershed work group to report to the Executive Director of the
Conservation Commission and the county on whether it has met the work plan's protection and
enhancement goals and benchmarks.
Reports are to be submitted at five-year intervals from the date of receipt of funding, and sent to
the Director of the Commission and to each county legislative authority by each work group. The
Director must decide to concur, or not, with each county work group’s assertion.
Your county work group, in its five year report, asserted that the work plan was meeting its
protection and enhancement goals and benchmarks.
Five Year Report Review
My decision to concur comes after review and evaluation of the report by the VSP Technical Panel,
consultation with the VSP Statewide Advisory Committee, and recommendations from my staff.
The Technical Panel comments accompany this letter.
Technical Panel members overall review and evaluation of the report, answering the question of
whether the member agrees with the assertion of the work group, was as follows:
Department of Ecology:
Department of Agriculture:

Partly agree
Partly agree

WSCC Letter to VSP County Re 5 Year Report
Page 2 of 3

_________________________________________
Department of Fish and Wildlife:
Conservation Commission:

Partly agree
Partly agree

Some of the reasons for my decision are:
 All reviewers agreed, at least partially, that you are meeting your 5-year goals and
benchmarks. This indicates important progress considering the limited time that you’ve
had to not only develop a plan, but also implement the plan and show results.
 I acknowledge that you’ve had less than five years in which to implement VSP. The
county’s work plan was approved on July 27, 2018. Its 5-year report was due January 20,
2021. There has been only two years and six months (to date) of implementation.
 Some reviewers noted that it was very clear that a lot of best management practices were
implemented. This is excellent progress
Please read through the Technical Panel comments and work with them to address their concerns.
A few of their primary concerns that would benefit from adaptive management actions to address
these concerns include:








All reviewers noted that monitoring needed to be improved (adaptive management for data
sources that didn’t pan out) and conclusions based on that data so the county work group
can more clearly demonstrate that the critical areas functions and values are being
protected.
Multiple reviewers noted that adaptive management should be utilized to develop new
monitoring techniques that utilize some on-the-ground monitoring that ties in with
implementation of agricultural best management practices.
Multiple reviewer noted that no data or information was included in the report to support
the county work group’s assertion of meeting enhancement goals and benchmarks.
Some reviewers noted that more monitoring needs to be done and connections between
accomplishments and installed practices established in more detail.
Some reviewers noted that many best management practices were being installed, but
found the connections between the installation of those practices and the critical area
functions and values to not be adequately explained.
All reviewers agreed that the adaptive management by the county would improve reporting
and monitoring efforts.

Next Steps
The Commission urges the county work group to review the Commission comments, the Technical
Panel comments, and to work with state agency staff either at the local work group level or through
the Technical Panel when making improvements to its VSP implementation efforts and taking
adaptive management actions. Please address the concerns stated by the Technical Panel in your
next five year report.
Please continue to implement VSP in your county with the above comments in mind. VSP counties
are strongly encouraged to continually self-evaluate and make adaptive management decisions to
improve implementation of their VSP plans.
Thank you for your participation in the Voluntary Stewardship Program and for coordinating best
management practices with landowners to demonstrate protection of critical areas.
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_________________________________________
Sincerely,

Carol Smith
Executive Director
Attachments: VSP Technical Panel Comments
cc:

Terry Bruegman, District Manager, Columbia Conservation District
Val Turner, Project Administrator, Columbia Conservation District
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Firefox 85.0 / Windows
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Please indicate which TP member is
filling out this form

Commission

Please indicate the nature of these
comments

These comments are my final comments made after consideration of the
written comments made by the other TP members

Please select the county five-year report Columbia
under review
Please choose whether you agree,
partly agree, or disagree with the
assertion of the county work group that
it is (or is not) meeting the work plan's
protection and enhancement goals and
benchmarks

Partly agree

Explanation

Very clear that a lot of BMP implementation has occurred, but the report
was very confusing with goals by critical area type reported for all critical
area types, but not for all watersheds. Less clear that watershed
monitoring was correctly interpreted.

Any other comments not captured
above

Confusing report: Goals by CA type reported for all CA types, but only for
some watersheds and not others. Goals very specific to BMP types by
single practice and funding stream. Report notes that practices were not
documented if not in a specific program. Would be simpler, and more
informative if BMPs were benchmarked by functional group (soil, water
quality, habitat) regardless of who paid for it. That way programs that
support specific BMPs that come and go don't flag benchmarks as not met.

Unclear how some adaptive management actions are appropriate
substitutes (e.g. watering facilities instead of grazing management).
Unclear if small HRCD change is significant or within accuracy of the
method. Watershed monitoring of 303d listings describes temperatures,
not listings. No information provided to support conclusions regarding
USDA soils data. Monitoring for ag viability references spatial data but
does not use correct report template for spatial data and does not provide
support for conclusions.

Please consider providing a 2-3
sentence summary of your overall
comments on the five-year report. This
summary will be included in the
director's decision letter to the county.

Very clear that Columbia County is implementing a good number of BMPs
that protect critical area functions and values. Workgroup needs to look at
whether benchmarks by specific BMP and funding program work as well as
grouping BMPs by functional class regardless of funding. Also need to
improve both monitoring (adaptive management for data sources that didn't
pan out noted) and conclusions based on that data so we can show that
VSP is working to protect critical area functions and values at the
watershed scale.
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bcochrane@scc.wa.gov
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Please indicate which TP member is
filling out this form

Agriculture

Please indicate the nature of these
comments

These comments are my final comments made after consideration of the
written comments made by the other TP members

Please select the county five-year report Columbia
under review
Please choose whether you agree,
partly agree, or disagree with the
assertion of the county work group that
it is (or is not) meeting the work plan's
protection and enhancement goals and
benchmarks

Partly agree

Explanation

Columbia County met most of their benchmark goals. They provided
baseline numbers as well as increase and exceedance values. Where
applicable adaptive management was provided. Some activities, i.e.
pesticide management on geologically hazardous areas, do not necessarily
seem relevant to the critical area.
Outreach - Columbia County provided a variety of outreach methods.
Would like to see more metrics on number of producers reached.
Monitoring-Monitoring for the county was minimal and was not tied to
agricultural BMP's. Some data was not available for the county. County
should work on adaptive management to develop new monitoring
techniques that utilize some on-the-ground monitoring that ties in with
implementation of agricultural BMP's.

Please consider providing a 2-3
sentence summary of your overall
comments on the five-year report. This
summary will be included in the
director's decision letter to the county.

County appears to have met benchmark goals and worked with NRCS and
other agencies to gather data. Enhancement goals were not included in
5-year report. Outreach to the producers seems minimal and it is unclear
how the county is engaging with producers. Monitoring within the county
needs to be reassessed to include more data inclusive information tied to
BMP effectiveness.

Email

kmclain@agr.wa.gov
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Please indicate which TP member is
filling out this form

Fish & Wildlife

Please indicate the nature of these
comments

These comments are my final comments made after consideration of the
written comments made by the other TP members

Please select the county five-year report Columbia
under review
Please choose whether you agree,
partly agree, or disagree with the
assertion of the county work group that
it is (or is not) meeting the work plan's
protection and enhancement goals and
benchmarks

Partly agree

Explanation

The Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDFW) is pleased to see
the Columbia County VSP Work Group making strides with their
implementation efforts. Based on our review of the 5-year report, it appears
the Work Group may have met most, but not all, of their protection goals
and benchmarks. Unfortunately, no information was provided regarding
their enhancement benchmarks: We don't know if it was the Work Group's
intention for us to infer (based on the magnitude of their reported
accomplishments) that they met their enhancement benchmarks, but we
are not comfortable doing so.
In addition, WDFW would like to share the following concerns regarding the
Work Group's report:
•The same information appeared to have been reported between each
goal, We recognize that stewardship activities can benefit multiple critical
areas, however, more contextual information is needed for WDFW to
evaluate how the Work Group's actions are protecting different types of
critical areas, and even discrete critical areas, such as the riparian area of
a specific stream. Lumping results raises several concerns.
•On a similar note, we would have liked to learn more about the Work
Group's reported activities. While it is encouraging to learn that 18 "Stream
Habitat Improvement" projects were implemented, we are interested in
learning what type of projects were implemented, and both how and which
Priority Habitats and/or Species (PHS) benefited as a result.
•For some goals/benchmarks, zero practices were reported in the Lower
Snake (33) and Middle Snake (35) watershed, yet no context was provided
to explain why.
•The Work Group indicated a total of seven monitoring practices: Most are
related to water quality/groundwater, and three of these were not fully
operational. Further, of the data reported, several of the fields were left
blank, and no statistical data was provided. More contextual information
was needed to understand the monitoring outcomes, and how the Work
Group will use those results to inform their outreach and implementation
efforts with landowners.

Any other comments not captured
above

We want to note that the Work Group stated on its cover page that they
met all protection and all enhancement goals and benchmarks; however, in
other sections of the report, they noted they did not meet specific protection
benchmarks. We are basing our decision to partly agree on the cover page
statements (i.e., if their cover page statement had said they were only
meeting some of their goals and benchmarks, we would have agreed.)
WDFW welcomes the opportunity to assist the Work Group with VSP
implementation, and our staff are available as a resource for technical
assistance. We noted that the Work Group listed a few areas in need of
adaptive management, and WDFW is generally supportive of the
suggestions provided in the report but would like to learn more about what
the Work Group envisions. We also have some suggestions: For example,
while we appreciated the Work Group's efforts to report accomplishments
by WRIA even though the benchmarks in the Work Plan are countywide,
meeting countywide targets does not necessarily mean that critical area
functions and values are being sufficiently protected within each watershed.
Thus, we encourage the Work Group to develop WRIA targets for each
benchmark, and to use their monitoring programs to track and report
results at a watershed-scale.

Please consider providing a 2-3
sentence summary of your overall
comments on the five-year report. This
summary will be included in the
director's decision letter to the county.

In its 5-year report, the Columbia County VSP Work Group asserted that
they are meeting all their critical areas protection and enhancement goals
and benchmarks. However, the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife
(WDFW) only partly agrees. There was not enough information provided in
the 5-year report for to us to validate the achievement of protection goals
and benchmarks, and no information was provided about enhancement
efforts.
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mary.huff@dfw.wa.gov
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Please indicate which TP member is
filling out this form

Ecology

Please indicate the nature of these
comments

These comments are my final comments made after consideration of the
written comments made by the other TP members

Please select the county five-year report Columbia
under review
Please choose whether you agree,
partly agree, or disagree with the
assertion of the county work group that
it is (or is not) meeting the work plan's
protection and enhancement goals and
benchmarks

Partly agree

Explanation

We partly agree with the county that their goals and benchmarks have
been met. It appears that here have been a significant amount of practices
and projects implement this reporting period. The report clearly identifies
the number of practices implemented in each watershed. We also agree
with the county that there are a few areas in which adaptive management
would be beneficial to improve the reporting for the work plan.
Work plan goals are set at a watershed level. As such it makes sense that
benchmarks would be as well, however it appears the benchmarks are
reported on at the county level. The report does identify practices
implemented at a watershed level but then concludes that the benchmarks
have been met at a county level. In most cases throughout the report
watershed 33 has none or minimal data associated with it. With no data in
that watershed, we cannot conclude that your goals for that watershed
have been met because goals are set at a watershed level and not a
county wide level. We feel that for future reporting cycles it will be important
to use adaptive management strategies to update goals and benchmarks
so that reporting is consistent.
We would like to see more of a connection between specific practices and
individual critical areas. It is assumed that all practices implemented have a
direct or indirect effect on critical areas however some practices have much
higher impacts on a critical area than others. For example, pest
management generally has a closer relation to protection of fish and wildlife
habitat areas and functions than the degradation of steep slopes and
erosion. So reporting practices under a specific critical area when they
have a closer relationship for protection and enhancement creates a better
picture of how implementation is impacting critical areas.
More information in regards to why some goals do not apply to a specific
watershed would be helpful, especially when goals are set at the watershed
level. Also, a wider range of monitoring indicators and methods would help
reinforce the outcomes of implementing the work plan.
We appreciate and agree with the areas of reporting that have been
identified to need adaptive management methods to make sure
benchmarks are realistic and appropriate for the county.

Email

rmra461@ECY.WA.GOV

Columbia County Voluntary Stewardship Program

Columbia County Cost-share Policy

Columbia County Planning and Building
114 South 2nd Street
Dayton, Washington 99328
Prepared by the Columbia County VSP Work Group
Contact: dena_martin@co.columbia.wa.us
(509) 382-4676

Columbia County VSP Cost-share Policy
The Columbia Count VSP Workgroup believes that the distribution of cost-share funds to
critical areas protection and enhancement projects is one of the most direct and efficient
means of protecting critical areas while maintaining agricultural viability. As such, the VSP
work group has developed the following structure for the allocation of those funds.
Eligibility Requirements
VSP cost-share funds are available within the boundaries of Columbia County to
landowners, producers and operators through an application, scoring and review process. In
order to receive VSP cost-share funds, at least one critical resource area of concern on
agricultural lands must be identified and addressed through the implementation of best
management practices.
Individual Cost-share Projects
To receive funds, applicants must complete the Columbia County Voluntary Stewardship
Program Project Application (Attachment 1). The application includes a description of the
project, identification of impacted critical areas, a description of the impacts, the project
budget, timeline and expected sustainability. In order to receive VSP cost-share funds, the
project must address at least one critical resource area through implementation of Best
Management Practices.
Applications are distributed, with applicant identities redacted, by email to VSP work group
members who evaluate them independently. Work group members score the applications
based on the attached rubric (Attachment 2). Rubric scores are based on:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clearly defined goals
Measurable results
Clear implementation strategies
Cost-effectiveness, feasibility, and matches program priorities
Sustainability
Impact on agricultural viability
Other funding available (priority given to unfunded projects)
Ability to track status/improvements/benchmarks
Direct and indirect impacts to critical areas

Work group members then come together at quarterly meetings to share scores and discuss
the projects as a group before making awards. Feasibility considerations such as the amount
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of engineering and permitting required for a project may also factor in to project award
selection.
Prior to accepting a cost-share award, the producer must complete an Individual
Stewardship Plan (ISP) Survey (Attachment 3, Pages 187 – 201 in the Columbia County VSP
Work Plan). The ISP survey identifies critical areas and aids in the development of an
Individual Stewardship Plan which identifies practices and programs that further the goals
and benchmarks of the VSP.
Columbia County has contracted with the Columbia Conservation District to serve as
technical lead for VSP implementation and monitoring. The District will assist applicants in
reviewing projects, provide and/or coordinate technical assistance, complete the cost-share
agreement, and assist in monitoring benchmarks.
VSP-funded projects must meet all Washington State Conservation Commission
requirements identified in Section 8 of the Washington State Conservation Commission
Grant & Procedure Manual.
Individual Project Cost-share Rates
Unfunded projects: Columbia County VSP will make cost-share awards to otherwise
unfunded projects in the amount of 75% of the lesser of the budgeted or actual project
cost.
Funded projects: The VSP will award 50% of the unfunded balance of the lesser of budgeted
or actual project costs of projects that will receive funding from other sources.
Other Cost-share Opportunities
At times, the VSP may partner with another agency to provide additional cost-share funding
for an existing project, such as noxious week eradication. In these cases, producers may
bypass the application and review process and may opt-in to receive funding by completing
the ISP Survey.
Cost-Share Practices
The following are examples of project types and best practices that are eligible for funding
through the District’s cost-share program. If the VSP Workgroup identifies practices that
should be added to the cost-share list, they will work with the District to add them.
The District has a year-round call for projects and the VSP work group will be available to
review applications and make awards at quarterly meetings.
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Project Types & Best Management Practices
Project: Livestock Water Development
Spring Development
Well
Pipeline
Hydrant
Storage Tank
Trough
Heavy Use Area Protection
Pump
Protection Fence
Critical Area Planting
Project: Range/Pasture Improvements
Rangeland Planting
Pasture/Hayland Planting
Tree/Shrub Planting
Cross Fence
Windbreak
Equipment/Livestock Crossing
Multipurpose Pond
Project: Manure Management
Heavy Use Area (Feed pads)
Waste Storage Structures
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Project: Riparian Habitat Improvements
Riparian Tree/Shrub Planting
Plant Protection Tube
Drip Irrigation
Riparian Fence
Corral Fence (Relocation)
Feed Area Fence (Relocation)
Critical Area Planting
Project: Cropland Improvements
Residue Management (Reduced tillage)
Nutrient Management
Pest Management
Pasture/Hayland Planting
Terrace
Sediment Basin
Grassed Waterway
Windbreak
Project: Instream Habitat Improvements
Beaver Dam Analogs
Post Assisted Log Structures
Engineered Instream Structures
Fish Barrier Removal

4

Attachment 1
Columbia County Voluntary Stewardship
Program Project Application
The Columbia County VSP offers an incentive-based approach to garner voluntary involvement in
protecting critical areas while enhancing the long-term success and viability of agricultural
production in Columbia County. The VSP is currently accepting applications for cost-share projects
that help producers address agricultural impacts to critical areas on their property.
•
•
•
•

The application deadline is December 31, 2019 with project awards being announced by
January 31, 2020.
Cost-sharing matches range from 50% to 75%.
All projects will be considered but priority will be given to projects for which no additional
outside funding is available.
Priority will be given to projects that positively impact more than one critical area.
PRODUCER INFORMATION

Name:

Email:

Mailing Address:

Phone:

City:

State:

What form of communication do you prefer? Phone ___

Email ___

Zip:
Mail ___

PROJECT INFORMATION

Please clearly describe your project and how the project protects or enhances a critical
area while maintaining agricultural viability (space will expand as you type). Example:

Installation of four livestock watering stations will redirect livestock access to streams. Reducing
access will prevent runoff of animal waste to streams and reduce stream bank erosion. Livestock will
benefit from clean, dependable drinking water.

Describe the specific location of the project.

Quantity impacted (acres/feet/units)
What critical areas will be impacted? (See last page for description)
See map layers at Mapseed (columbiacountyvsp.mapseed.org) to determine if your
project lies within one of the critical areas listed below or call the
Planning Department at 509-382-4676 for assistance.)

Critical Areas

Is your project located
in a critical area?

Does your project
indirectly impact a
critical area?

Wetlands
Frequently Flooded Areas
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas
Geologically Hazardous Areas
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas
Describe the critical areas impacted in more detail (e.g. size of area, river or stream length
impacted, fish and wildlife species, etc.)

Will you be able to measure the success of this project in protecting or enhancing a critical area(s)? If
so, how?

Are you aware of other funding for this project or are you currently participating in a cost-share
program for this project? If so, describe the funding agreement. (Note: participation in another costshare program does not automatically disqualify you from VSP funds.)

What are your expected project start and completion dates?

What is the expected budget for this project and how is it broken down?

How sustainable will this project be following the initial VSP funding? Will it require ongoing
maintenance?

The goal of the Columbia County VSP is to enhance or maintain baseline functions and values of the
county’s critical areas while maintaining agricultural viability. Critical areas include:
• Wetlands: Areas inundated by surface water or groundwater for at least part of the growing
season and which support vegetation adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
• Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas: Lands and waters that provide habitat to support
fish and wildlife species throughout their life stages.
• Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas: Areas that have a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for
drinking water, including aquifers vulnerable to contamination.

•
•

Geologically Hazardous Areas: Areas susceptible to erosion, sliding, and other geological events.
In Columbia County, geologic hazards related to agricultural activities are primarily associated
with erosion.
Frequently Flooded Areas: Includes floodplains and floodways and often includes the low-lying
areas adjacent to rivers and lakes that are prone to inundation during heavy rains and
snowmelt.

Questions? Contact Dena Martin at dena_martin@co.columbia.wa.us or 509-382-4676.

Attachment 2
Applicant Name:

Amount requested:

Scoring: 0 = Unsatisfactory

1 = Good

2 = Better

3 = Excellent

Evaluation Questions
Project is clearly stated and includes a clearly defined goal that meets VSP objectives.
Project addresses a specific need in a way that will yield measurable results.
The project is fully defined with clear implementation strategies
The budget is clear and cost-effective, feasible and matches program priorities.
The project is likely to be sustainable or will have sustainable impacts after the initial grant fund
The project will have a strong impact on ag viability.
Is other funding available or is this part of another cost-share program?
How easy will it be to track status/improvements/benchmarks?
Critical Areas Impacts
Direct Impact = 2 points
Indirect Impact = 1 point
The project positively impacts Wetlands
The project positively impacts Frequently Flooded Areas
The project positively impacts Wildlife Conservation Areas
The project positively impacts Geologically Hazardous Areas
The project positively impacts Critical Aquifer Resource Areas
TOTAL
Comments:

Score
0-3

