Benton County Voluntary Stewardship Program
Workgroup Meeting #6
October 24, 2016 1:30 PM – 3:30 PM
Benton PUD Meeting Room, Prosser WA

In attendance:  







Perry Beale
Nicole Berg
Debbie Berkowitz
Stuart Crane
Michael Crowder
Seth Defoe
Robin French
Ron Harle
Gwen Hoheisel
Phil Hull
Zach Meyer
Lori Nelson
Mark Nielson
John Raap
Michael Ritter
Evan Sheffels
Matt Vickery


Benton County staff: Mike Shuttleworth, Michelle Cooke
Project staff: Neil Aaland, Lisa Grueter, Sarah Sandstrom

Open the Meeting: Facilitator Neil Aaland opened the meeting at 1:30. He asked attendees in the room to introduce themselves, and then reviewed the agenda. The group discussed meeting dates in November and December; they decided to keep the November 28th date but shift the meeting in December to the 19th. 

The next item was to review the outline of the report. Lisa explained that the consultant team has been inserting pieces as the workgroup has discussed them. We will be reviewing this per the estimated schedule shown in the handout. A question was asked about the template for this report; Lisa referred people to page 4, which shows the statutory requirements for VSP. It is also based on similar work done for Chelan county.

Updated Mapping – Project Staff
Lisa opened this topic and reminded members about the discussion at the last meeting on priority habitats. The mapping showed that a major portion of the county was designed as priority habitat. There was a desire to narrow that down and focus on the key habitat. WDFW had suggested that one possible way to do this was by showing important habitat corridors

Sarah then discussed how that was achieved with the set of maps. She worked with additional information from WDFW. Mike Ritter explained that their mapping effort started out at a higher level. Discussion of each map:

Map 1 (Habitat Concentration Areas): This is an effort to show where the primary habitat areas are concentrated; primarily in the northern arid lands. Red and yellow areas (“high” and “very high” concentrations) seem to be the key. This map shows known habitat. 

Map 2 (Linkage Centrality): This map shows linkages between habitat areas – how species move between them. Mike Ritter noted the models show a linkage, but it doesn’t always work like that on the ground – often there are housing developments or developed agriculture already there so not really a linkage. Mark thinks these are helpful in identifying areas to restore or enhance.

Map 3 (Pinch-point Cumulative Rating): This shows areas with the potential for being severed from each other. It mirrors the linkage map but hones in on those problem areas. 

These three maps provide three different ways to look at habitat.  Comments and questions about the three maps:
· If you want to enhance a pinch point, would you be trying to widen it? [yes, but you need to think about it from a species perspective – different species need different things and have different stressors]
· This information could be used to identify areas of enhancement
· How are these maps being vetted? [Mike said through efforts like this, and through site visits]
· Need to be able to capture the new conservation since the baseline year of 2011
· Lisa noted we can use the new stewardship checklist (which we will discuss at a later meeting) to capture new conservation
· Evan noted that some new agricultural uses have been fully mitigated, and that needs to be considered 

Critical Area Functions, Issues, and Potential VSP Goals
Neil reminded the workgroup that a blank form was sent out, and members were asked to fill them out and return them prior to the meeting. The intent was to have a starting point for discussion. Five people returned the blank goals template. Sarah took those and combined them into one document, for ease of reference. We’re going to just walk through those consolidated comments today. 

Comments and questions about the draft goals:
· Goals for critical areas and for agricultural viability should not conflict
· Don’t word goals with language that sounds regulatory
· Goals should be carefully crafted to reflect the statute
· Keep in mind that critical area goals can also augment agricultural production
· Look at the critical areas ordinance to see if anything in there can help
· Ag viability is non-regulatory
· When re-planting or restoring, stress the use of native species (sometimes restoration efforts have used non-native species)
· If there is a way to encourage non-monoculture in agriculture, that would be good
· This can increase costs and is more difficult for growers




[bookmark: _GoBack]Next steps:
· Workgroup members liked using the blank template so we will continue this approach to defining goals; several said they now have a better understanding of what is desired

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 pm.  

Next meeting: November 28, 2016 from 1:30 to 3:30.
