Attendance
- In-person: Jenn Johnson, Brian, Terry, Emily, Jeff
- Remote: Maggie, Emmett, Shannon, Mikala
- Absent: Bill

Skagit Voluntary Stewardship Program
Watershed Advisory Group Meeting
Agenda

Monday, September 8, 2025
8:00-10:00 am

> Welcome (5 minutes)

> Agenda & Meeting Minutes (5 minutes)

= July Meeting Minutes

Motion - Brian

Second - Shannon

Discussion — Very detailed, much appreciated.
Yea-6

Nay -0

Abstain - 0

= September Agenda

Motion - Shannon
Second - Brian
Discussion - none
Yea-6

Nay -0
Abstain—0

> General VSP (40 minutes)

=  Membership Updates

We will be sending out an email with a general letter about the VSP
Work Group and what a WG member does. Previously, no real formal
process for soliciting members but we try to share with as many of our
partners as we are able to in addition to the WG receiving and sharing.
Discussion
1. Work Group members mentioned including: Cattleman’s, Farm
Bureau, SCD, SFEG, tribes, WWA, Skagitonians, FLP, WSU,
municipalities, local non-profits, SC listserv, newspaper (maybe
with FLP current ad?), SC website
2. No other comments.
3. Hoping to send by the end of the month.



= 2026 Meeting Schedule
e In accordance with OPMA, we need to post our 2026 meeting schedule
to the website. What all does everyone prefer?
e Discussion

1.

2.
3.
4

Generally, like Mondays and second Mondays tend to work.

8am not ideal, but fine. 9am doesn’t work for Maggie.

Second Mondays tend to be best to avoid holidays.

Terry asked if the schedule was then set in stone. Jenn confirmed
no — can change via OPMA rules with at least 24 hours’ notice.

We agreed to stick with the same day/time for 2026 — we will post
to the website.

> Funding Update (20 minutes)

= 23-25 Capital and new Competitive Capital
e Discussion

1.

The first round of competitive funding has been completed by the
state. There were 93 projects submitted for review (requesting
over $6.4 million). There were 12 projects selected for funding for
a total of just under $751,000. Projects were scored on a scale of
0-70 in accordance with 2025 VSP Funding Guidelines (pg.14).
Projects scoring between 45-60 were selected in Round 1 funding.
Emily clarified the process —the Work Group completes their
initial approval and ranking of projects for Skagit County VSP —
then they are entered into the system as “ready to fund”, but
then the state is now deciding the funding based on the funding
guidelines (linked above).

Jenn also stated that for Skagit specifically, although our approved
projects were scored — and were not ranked high enough to
receive funding this round — we are not eligible for the
competitive funds until we spend down the remaining funds from
our S1 million allocation (estimating $85-90,000) before qualifying
for the State’s competitive funding. The state hopes to confirm
how much of that $1 million remains for us so we can fund our
highest ranked projects, before then sending the rest through the
next round of competitive funding.

There are still two more rounds of funding scheduled for the 2025
calendar year. Dues dates to be entered into the system for
consideration are September 15 (round 2 - $750,000 available)
and December 1 (round 3 - $400, 000+ available).

Jenn and Emily explained that for us we just need to refine some
of our projects based on feedback from the state (mostly
including more details and ties to the work plan and priority
watersheds), then we will make sure they are ready in the system
before the next round of funding. Emily also said partnerships
with tribes rank high, which we haven’t had.

Emmett: request ranking of all projects that the State reviewed in
the first round of funding (Jenn will request) — score and



https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/5faf8a950cdaa224e61edad9/68797bf9811571d5d9107d6e_VSP_Guidelines_2025.pdf

numerical order. Uncertain about funding, contract, and current
projects.

7. Jenn explained that until the State confirms how much of the S1
million is remaining that we have to spend down, we are not
eligible for competitive funding. However, the State is hoping to
have those numbers to us soon. County will follow-up to confirm
current approved projects and funding for the SCD.

8. Maggie: expressed frustration with the delay from the state. She
also would like to see what other projects were funded through
the state to see what is ranking high to do some targeted
outreach. She asked Emily to clarify the difficulty in getting tribal
support.

a. Emily — explained that we haven’t had many partnerships
from tribes since they tend to support much larger buffers
than the voluntary one planted by VSP projects. However,
more targeted outreach to tribes and potential letter of
support would be great.

b. Maggie — Might be good to ask the state what all ‘tribal
support’ entails. Need clarification on what does having
tribal support means. What is the minimum qualifications
to check the tribal support box from their perspective?

c. Emmett — noted that all projects do go through the
cultural review process before bringing the project to VSP,
and projects have never received negative comments on
that initial review. Would that qualify?

d. Emily: Did note to be careful not to assume approval or
support, definitely need to clarify what that looks like.

e. Maggie: Asked about SRSC partnerships and potential
roles there.

f. Emily: responded that since VSP projects often don’t align
to tribe’s preferred buffer requirements there haven’t
been any, but we could open up those conversations.

9. Jenn: When we reach out via email about WG vacancies, we will
also note that we would like to open the door to them for bigger
support/partnership conversations.

10. Brian: Asked if SRSC/tribes want 200-foot buffers?

11. Emily: confirmed that they go for Site Potential Tree Height which
is a range depending on the water course, and they are often
focused on Chinook areas.

12. Emmett: supplied that SRSC staff can be fairly flexible in
conservation practices, which Emily agreed on.

» Project Review (40 minutes)
= Discussion
e Jenn explained that based on the funding process, we would fund our
top ranked projects with the remaining $1 million, and then submit any
remaining on our list to the second round of competitive funding. Our




list from the July meeting includes 8 projects, and the work group
would be reviewing and approving/declining two new projects for our
ranking list at today’s meeting. Taylor ran the two new projects through
the technical ranking criteria, and they would rank second and tenth
respectively.

CURRENT RANKING NEW RANKING

1.Butler Creek | $55,000 1.Butler Creek | $55,000

2.laccino | $12,500 2.Langs | $122,335
3.Benson | $24,600 3.laccino | $12,500
4.2 Owls | $18,750 4.Benson | $24,600
5.SRM 1 | $18,750 5.2 Owls | $18,750
6.SRM 3 | $28,250 6.SRM 1| $18,750
7.SRM 2 | $15,000 7.SRM 3 | $28,250
8.McDougall | $7,500 8.SRM 2 | $15,000

9.McDougall | $7,500
10.Steere | $1,000

Project Review #1: Langs: Along the confluence of Carpenter & English
creeks. In partnership with the Landowner this project will restore 4
acres of riparian area and install 350 feet of fence to keep the horses
from the creeks. The project also includes the installation of a horse
crossing over Carpenter Creek. The Landowner is completing site prep
of the site by mowing the blackberry prior to our spraying and by
installing the third side of the fence. Acres: 4. Budget: $122,335.00
(Crossing: $44,735, Fencing: $19,750 (2/3 of total cost), Riparian Work:
$47,850 (1/2 of total cost), TA: $10,000).

Sponsors noted that the parcel lines not completely accurate.
Historically used the southern property, but no current access to the
southern part of the property where they hope to graze their horses.
Landowners provided some mowing and other work as contribution
following feedback from the previous meeting. Other matching funds
will cover some of the fencing and riparian costs.

1. Brian asked how deep the canyon is? Emily stated that it isn’t too
deep —5-15 feet depending on the side — not too deep, easy
access, and pretty easy construction.

2. $122k only a portion of total project work. Terry stated he would
like to see full scope of project and identify VSP share.

a. Emily noted total project costs on page 3 of the application
- $173,150.

b. SFEG sponsors elaborated on bigger scope of the work
being done along Carpenter. There are 2 fish passage
projects — FBRB and other funding coming in. Opening up a
stream area and clearing blackberry. However, the fish
funding for these projects doesn’t cover greater extent of
riparian needs which is the VSP ask. Outside fish area is a
ton of Knotweed. Brian asked why that impacts the
environment and Emily explained that knotweed degrades



the banks (when it dies back in the fall the roots
breakdown and therefore soils can erode. It also makes a
monoculture). Nothing outside the fish passage work can
be covered in SFEG’s fish passage projects. Move invasives
downstream and dealing with that would complement
current fish passage project. 1 of 4 projects going along
Carpenter Creek.

i. Landowner — offered to mow, open up more area
for restoration, and hope the bridge will help with
water quality. They bought parcel many years ago
with limited access to part of parcel. Hoping to
graze seasonally and have the rest of the area be
riparian. Asking for help to control invasives and
add the crossing to allow access.

Shannon inquired into current easements to allow access
below stream. Emily confirmed none. Only one publicly
accessible road north of property (Little Mountain Road),
and a WSDOT access road along west-side of property.

i. Shannon shared concerns about fencing — very high
expense for a simple fence. Is it needed? Why so
expensive?

ii. Landowner —worked with many groups, and
SFEG/Emily really helping to try and control
knotweed and offered assistance in addition to a
great riparian project. Greatly appreciate the
efforts.

iii. Group continued conversation of the price of the
fencing and bridge. Emily tried to clarify the
expenses are based off of the average work costs
over the last 2 years for similar work. For all VSP
projects, must follow NRCS guidelines, and when
using County crews must follow basic cost
breakdown. Estimates are for 5 days of work with
the crew — could be less if it goes quicker than
expected. That money would get returned for
other projects to use.

iv. Terry confirmed that the goal of the bridge is to
keep horses out of stream in order to get access to
the lower portion of the property. Therefore, a
property value is being provided — but it is not
connected to the knotweed or riparian planting
work. It is being wrapped into a bigger project.

v. Sponsors confirmed yes that this bridge is a small
component to a large riparian planting along with
protecting water quality.



vi. Shannon asked how is the grazing significant?
Landowner confirmed it would be to keep 3-4
horses there throughout the summer.

Shannon brought it back to a previous VSP WG discussion
around horses and Rural Reserve lands. Asked — are horses
going to be considered ag and does the group want to
consider RRv projects?

i. Sponsors emphasized the bigger project: bridge is
good to protect water quality, riparian plantings
are beneficial, the fence will help keep the animals
away from the riparian planting and access to the
creek. If the price of the fence is a concern, we
could look into an alternative type of fence but
must meet NRCS criteria.

Shannon asked to clarify if there was a fence on/down
from the bridge. Emily confirmed there would be no
fencing corridor since the landowner would be walking the
horses across the bridge and down to the fenced area.
Shannon inquired into the current riparian vegetation
present. Emily explained and showed pictures with some
trees and some ferns, as well as lots of invasives. General
area of plantings and removal on map in application
packet.

Brian asked if the bridge needed to be 40-feet, could it be
lower down and shorter? Emily explained that it would be
just as expensive since you’d have to put something down
to get to the bridge. Jeff also clarified that the labor listed
is for all components of the project. 40-foot bridge —
cheapest option and shortest

i. General group consensus that the bridge is a fair
exchange for all the riparian work, but Shannon still
guestioned the fence. She stated that it is RRv and
not ag land — propose approving everything but the
fence.

Shannon also asked how the horses would be getting
water. The landowner explained they would use a truck
along the DOT route potentially, but Emily also mentioned
many other options the landowner could do.

i. Sponsors added that there is a bit of money for the
fencing but balances out with everything the
landowner is contributing. She has really kept a lot
of the buffer intact.

ii. Maggie echo that there is good balance between
ag viability and that with a lot of riparian plantings
which takes away ag land. Great project in an
important watershed that will tie into the many



other projects occurring. Acknowledge work done
to protect the riparian zone by the landowner.

3. Emmet — moved to approve as presented.
a. Seconded by Maggie
b. Discussion:

Brian — expensive, could breakdown the costs
anymore? Find some potentially cheaper
alternatives?

Shannon - still not sure the fence is justified.
Landowner said she would be happy todo a
different type of fence, with lower labor costs if she
could install herself. Shannon mentioned cattle
panels could be permanent. Emily noted we would
still need to follow NRCS criteria which may not be
so simple/cheap but is happy to look into it.
Shannon — made the note she would support
funding the project without the fence.

Terry asked about the zoning status? Emily
confirmed Rural Reserve. Terry felt interrupted and
mentioned that it is very clear that the sponsors
come with clear position to support project but
that the comes with some bias. Feels that due to
that his questions aren’t fully heard or answered.
Jenn explained that is the role of the project
sponsor at that time and that a lot of work goes
into getting a project to this point. Terry requested
clarification on if the property is Rural Reserve is it
eligible for VSP. Emily mentioned we have funded
these projects in the past and that is why she
brought it forward again. Terry echoed the
previous comments that if horses aren’t considered
ag can a project really have an agricultural viability
component. Terry asked to clarify what is
considered ag viability since it is a factor in support
of this project and it keeps coming up. He also
requested a discussion with a conclusion related to
if horse farms meet ag standards in this county.
Someone has said that horses aren’t considered ag
by SC code.

1. He asked for clarification on what is the
purpose of the work group and why they
are there. The members are asked for
critical input, but it then seems to be
outweighed by the sponsor’s
position/opinions. Wants clarification on
what the work group members are really



supposed to be doing since nothing is taken
into account.

vi. Brian stated that he sees it differently, stating this
current meeting/discussion as an example. The
projects are presented and run through the
technical review but then the work group members
are there to ask questions and modify, the work
group members hash out the details. He found the
discussion a good thing.

vii. Jenn clarified the ranking and approval process
where sponsors send in the applications, Taylor
runs them through the technical ranking review as
requested by the group in July, and then the work
group members review each project individually
and approve each project before then confirming
the ranked list which is submitted for funding to
the state.

1. Terry requested these numbers and staff
agreed to provide VSP Coordinator ranking
in future application packets.

viii. Emmett first circled back around with the NRCS

standards for an alternative fencing option:

WIRE PANELS

Wire panels shall have a minimum thickness of at least 0.23 inches, wire-bar spacing no greater than 6
by 8 inches, a minimum of height of 52 inches and shall be galvanized. The top of the wire panel shall not
be less than 60 inches from the ground surface and the bottom of the panel shall be no more than 12
inches from the ground surface.

Wire Panel Fasteners — A minimum of 4 fasteners per post shall be used. Staples shall have a minimum
length of 2 inches.

Add a top rail of steel tubing or 2" by 8" lumber that serves to finish the top of the fence and structurally tie
all fence posts together, magnifying the strength and integrity of the entire fence. If metal posts are used
weld the top rail to the posts other wise use the same fasteners as listed for wood panels

ix. Emmett continued to make the statement that he
cautions work group members having different
standards by allowing themselves to have opinions
but that the project sponsors are not allowed to
have opinions, ask clarifying questions, or give their
thoughts without being seen as bias.

X. Shannon appreciated this comment from Emmett
and said she would think about that moving
forward.

xi. Mikala brought up that in the VSP work plan only
ag-NRL and Rural Resource-NRL zoned lands are
included. She asked if we can consider Rural
reserve. Jenn clarified that when we initially got
the $1 million this question came up, and the state
confirmed that VSP covers all of Skagit County so
projects in other zonings can still be funded. The
only restriction, is in our 5-year reports we must
report to our work plan which means these



projects outside those two zonings do not count
towards our benchmarks and goals.

xii. Shannon brought back the July discussion that we
don’t support horse or Rural Reserve projects and
that the group voted to not support either. Mikala
clarified that she didn’t remember a vote but the
general discussion. Shannon confirmed, but said
we need to know how to move forward with both
items. Jenn agreed the bigger discussion and
maybe a potential vote does need to occur, but for
now based on our approved work plan and
confirmation from the state, horse-related projects
and projects on rural reserve are allowed for
submission to get VSP funding.

xiii. Emmett stated that the water quality to be
protected doesn’t discern between the type of
animal on the other side of the fence and that the
goal of VSP is to protect water quality.

xiv. Terry clarified that we could move to table the
motion until later rather than voting on it now.

4. Shannon moved to table the motion.
a. Brian seconded
b. 3vyea, 4 nay — motion failed.
5. Moved to previous motion of approving project as presented. 3
yea — 4 nays. Motion failed.
e Project #2 - Steere
1. Previous VSP funded project along a Samish drainage ditch,
looking for 4 maintenance treatments for weed control over the
next two years to ensure survival of planted trees and shrubs. ,
a. Shannon moved to approve.
b. Mikala seconded.
i. Discussion
1. General thoughts on this being an easy one,
simple to move forward on. Like that it is a
previous VSP project
c. 6aye, 0 nay, 1 abstention

» Adjourned at 10:16am




