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VSP WORK PLAN STATUTORY 
REQUIREMENT 

RCW 36.70A.720(1) 

LOCATION ADDRESSED IN THIS WORK 
PLAN 

(a) Review and incorporate applicable water 
quality, watershed management, farmland 
protection, and species recovery data and plans 

¶ Section 1.8, p.9; Existing Plans 

¶ Section 6.1.3, pp. 59-60; 303d lists 

¶ Section 6.5.3, pp.87-90; groundwater quality 

¶ Section 7.2, p.101; the MSGCP 

¶ Section 7.3, p. 103; Watershed Management 
Plan  

¶ Section 7.4, p. 107; existing CD programs 

¶ Section 7.5, p. 109; CWPP and Firewise 

¶ Section 7.7, p. 111; SGI 

¶ Section 9.3, p. 131; Indicator Monitoring  

(b) Seek input from tribes, agencies, and 
stakeholders 

¶ Section 1.4, p.6; Summary of outreach 

¶ Appendix C, p. 170; Work Group Outreach 
Documentation 

(c) Develop goals for participation by agricultural 
operators conducting commercial and 
noncommercial agricultural activities in the 
watershed necessary to meet the protection and 
enhancement benchmarks of the work plan 

¶ Section 8.4, p. 120; The benchmarks are 
participation goals necessary to protect and 
enhance critical areas 
 

(d) Ensure outreach and technical assistance is 
provided to agricultural operators in the 
watershed 

¶ Section 10.1, p. 141; Outreach 

¶ Section 10.2, p. 143; Technical Assistance 

¶ Section 10.3.5, p. 145; Participation Goal 

¶ Appendix J, p. 312; Outreach Materials 

¶ Appendix K, p. 332; Initial Budget 
 

(e) Create measurable benchmarks that, within 
ten years after the receipt of funding, are 
designed to result in (i) the protection of critical 
area functions and values and (ii) the 
enhancement of critical area functions and values 
through voluntary, incentive-based measures 

¶ Chapter 8, pp. 117-127; Goals and Benchmarks 

¶ Table 8-2, p. 121; Protection and 
Enhancement Benchmarks  

¶ Attachment 1; Protection and Enhancement 
Benchmarks 

(f) Designate the entity or entities that will 
provide technical assistance 

¶ Section 10.2, p. 143; Technical Assistance 

 

(g) Work with the entity providing technical 
assistance to ensure that individual stewardship 
plans contribute to the goals and benchmarks of 
the work plan 

¶ Section 7.8, p. 112; Farm-Scale Planning 

¶ Section 10.3.2, p. 144; Farm-Scale Planning 

¶ Section 10.4.2, p. 147; Implementation 
Process 

¶ Appendix L, p. 333; ISP Checklist 

(h) Incorporate into the work plan any existing 
development regulations relied upon to achieve 
the goals and benchmarks for protection 

 

¶ Section 7.10, p. 115; Regulatory Context 
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(i) Establish baseline monitoring for: (i) 
Participation activities and implementation of the 
voluntary stewardship plans and projects; (ii) 
stewardship activities; and (iii) the effects on 
critical areas and agriculture relevant to the 
protection and enhancement benchmarks 
developed for the watershed 

(i) Section 9.1, p. 130; Program 
implementation monitoring 

(ii) Section 9.2, p. 131; Benchmark 
monitoring 

(iii) Section 9.3, p. 131; Indicator 
monitoring 

 (j) Conduct periodic evaluations, institute 
adaptive management, and provide a written 
report of the status of plans and 
accomplishments to the county and to the 
commission within sixty days after the end of 
each biennium 

¶ Section 1.7, p. 8; Douglas County VSP 
Statutory Timeline 

¶ Section 10.5, p.148; Reporting 

¶ Section 9.5, pp.136-140; Adaptive 
Management 

¶ Attachment 1, Table 9-1, and Table 9-2; 
Adaptive management for benchmarks 

¶ Attachment 2 and Table 9-3; Adaptive 
management for indicators 

¶ Section 9.5.3 and Table 9-4, p. 140; 
Programmatic adaptive management 

(k) Assist state agencies in their monitoring 
programs 

¶ Section 9.4, p. 135; Assistance to State 
Agencies 

(l) Satisfy any other reporting requirements of 
the program 

¶ Section 10.5, p.148; Reporting 
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PURPOSE 

 

The purpose of this document is to provide a detailed plan of how Douglas County will implement the 

Voluntary Stewardship Program (VSP) in accordance with the VSP Act (Engrossed Substitute House Bill 

(ESHB) 1886 in 2011).
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1.0 Introduction 

²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜΩs Voluntary Stewardship Program (VSP) became law (Appendix A) in the state of 

Washington in 2011 under RCW 36.70A.705. The VSP aims to protect critical areas where they intersect 

with agricultural activities, through voluntary, incentive-based measures, while at the same time 

maintaining and/or improving the long term viability of agriculture.  

The purpose of this document is to provide a detailed plan of how Douglas County will implement VSP in 

accordance with the VSP Act (Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 1886 in 2011). This document is 

written for use by VSP Technical Service Providers (TSPs) and technical reviewers. Targeted outreach 

documents are available for producers and can be found in Appendix J. 

1.1 Legislative Backdrop and Context 

The roots of the VSP lie in conflicts between the Critical Area Ordinances of the Growth Management 

Act aƴŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ DǊƻǿǘƘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ !Ŏǘ όDa!ύ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ ά9ŀŎƘ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ 

ŀƴŘ Ŏƛǘȅ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŀŘƻǇǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎέ όw/² осΦтл!ΦлслόнύύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ 

critical areas the GMA identifies are: (1) fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, (2) wetlands, (3) 

geologically hazardous areas, (4) frequently flooded areas, and (5) areas with a critical recharging effect 

on aquifers used for potable water. In accordance with the GMA, originally passed in 1990, Douglas 

County enacted a Critical Areas Ordinance. 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŜȄŜƳǇǘŜŘΣ άagricultural 

activities normal or necessary to general farming conducted according to industry-recognized best 

management practices including the raising of crops or the grazinƎ ƻŦ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪέ from regulations. (DCC 

19.18.030(C)). However, in 2006, it was determined that agricultural activities are not exempt from the 

regulations of the GMA in the state of Washington Supreme Court Case Swinomish v. Skagit Co. 

Historically, the regulations of the GMA have been difficult to implement in locations where critical 

areas and agricultural activities intersect.  There are many reasons for this difficulty including the 

financial and time costs associated with permitting, the potential for revenue producing agricultural 

lands being removed from production, the uncertainty and complexity involved with regulation 

enforcement, and the threat of forced compliance.  In 2006, farm groups attempted to address the 

taking of agricultural lands due to regulations imposed by the GMA with Initiative 933, but it failed by a 

60% vote.   

The Washington State Legislature chose to address these issues in 2007 when it tasked the William D. 

Ruckelshaus Center, a non-profit think tank jointly housed by Washington State University and the 

University of Washington, to find a solution that would protect critical areas and promote agricultural 

viability in the state.  The process brought together stakeholders on this issue for discussion and 

development of a recommendation to the Legislature.  During this time, a moratorium was placed on 

requiring local governments to update their critical area ordinances as they specifically applied to 

agricultural activities.   
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The VSP was the solution presented to the Washington State Legislature by the Ruckelshaus Center.  

These recommendations were enacted by the VSP Act.  This bill amended the Growth Management Act 

(RCW 36.70A) to allow three options for protecting critical areas: 

 

¶ Permits the County to use a voluntary stewardship program in conjunction with stakeholders in 

lieu of enacting further critical areas regulations in regards to agricultural uses. At the state 

level, the voluntary stewardship program is to be administered by the Washington Conservation 

Commission. 
 

¶ Continue under existing law and update critical areas regulations for agricultural uses by July 22, 

2013. 
 

¶ Limit the voluntary stewardship program to certain watersheds in the county, and update the 

critical areas regulations for other watersheds.  

(ESHB 1886) 

 

Douglas County was one of 27 counties in the state to opt into the VSP program.  This action officially 

occurred on January 3, 2012 through the adoption of TLS 12-01 (Appendix B).  Prior to the adoption of 

this resolution, the county conferred with tribes, environmental, and agricultural interests, provided 

public notice to affected and interested individuals, and held a public meeting as required by 

36.70A.710.  In addition to opting into the VSP, the resolution identified all of Douglas County for 

participation in the program and nominated the Moses Coulee (WRIA 44) watershed and the Foster 

Creek (WRIA 50) watershed for consideration by the Washington Conservation Commission as state 

priority watersheds per the requirements of RCW 36.70A.710.   

VSP legislation allows for the county to designate itself, or another entity to implement VSP.  Douglas 

County elected to have the Foster Creek Conservation District act as the administrative lead agency with 

respect to VSP as agreed upon on the 19th of December, 2015, through an Interlocal Cooperation 

Agreement Between Douglas County and the Foster Creek Conservation District.  The terms of this 

ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƭŜŀŘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ tŀǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ 

StŀǘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣέ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΣ άǎƘŀƭƭ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ 

meet the reǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ±{tέ όнлмрύΦ  

1.2 Purpose and Intent 

The purpose of this work plan document is to provide a detailed analysis of how Douglas County will 

implement VSP in accordance with the VSP Act. 

The stated intent of the VSP is to:  

¶ Promote plans to protect and enhance critical areas within the area where agricultural activities 

are conducted, while maintaining and improving the long-term viability of agriculture in the 

state of Washington and reducing the conversion of farmland to other uses; 
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¶ Focus and maximize voluntary incentive programs to encourage good riparian and ecosystem 

stewardship as an alternative to historic approaches used to protect critical areas; 

¶ Leverage existing resources by relying upon existing work and plans in counties and local 

watersheds, as well as existing state and federal programs to the maximum extent practicable to 

achieve program goals; 

¶ Encourage and foster a spirit of cooperation and partnership among county, tribal, 

environmental, and agricultural interests to better assure the program success; 

¶ Improve compliance with other laws designed to protect water quality and fish habitat; and 

¶ Rely upon voluntary stewardship practices as the primary method of protecting critical areas 

and not require the cessation of agricultural activities. 

(RCW 36.70A.700) 

1.3 Scope 

The VSP aims to protect critical areas where they intersect with agricultural activities. RCW 

36.70A.710(5) ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ ά[VSP] applies to all unincorporated property upon which agricultural activities 

occur within ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘΦέ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ±{tΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ǎŎƻǇŜ and jurisdictional limits exclude 

non-agricultural actors and factors that do not fit within the intersection of agricultural activities and 

critical area conditions.  

Degradation to baseline natural resource conditions may occur due to non-agricultural effects beyond 

the control of agricultural producers (e.g., climate change, natural events, wild fires, floods, conversions, 

ŜǘŎΧύΣ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ the VSP (e.g. urban development, mapping errors, 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜǘŎΧύΦ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƻŎŎǳǊ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ 

effects originating outside county jurisdiction over unincorporated lands.  

Any identified degradations to baseline critical area functions and values, or declining resource trends in 

indicators of such functions, that are not caused by agricultural activities will not be counted against the 

Douglas County agricultural community for VSP critical area protection reporting purposes.   

The VSP statute encourages, but does not require, enhancement of critical area functions and values 

above 2011 baseline conditions. This plan is focused on maintaining program viability by protecting 

critical area functions and values that existed on July 22, 2011. Critical area enhancements are strongly 

encouraged, and are likely to occur through the implementation of this work plan. 

RCW 36.70A.702 further elaborates on the scope of VSP. It establishes, among other things (see 

Appendix A), thaǘ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ w/² осΦтл!Φтлл ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ осΦтл!Φтсл Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŜŘ ǘƻΥ Χ όнύ wŜǉǳƛǊŜ 

ŀƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ Wǳƭȅ ннΣ нлммΤ Χ ƻǊ 

(4) Grant counties or state agencies additional authority to regulate critical areas on lands used for 

ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΧέ   
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1.4 Roles in VSP 

Agricultural Operators (see definition Section 1.8) are not required to participate in VSP.   

The Washington State Conservation Commission (WSCC) is responsible for administering the VSP.  The 

WSCC is responsible for establishing policies and procedures for implementing the program, 

administering funding, and reviewing and evaluating (along with the technical panel) work plans and 

work group reports.  The statutory requirements ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ w/² 

36.70A.705 and RCW 36.70A.740 in Appendix A.  

The County has the initial authority to opt-in to the VSP program, designate participating watersheds, 

recommend priority watersheds, convene and confer with stakeholders, and designate the VSP 

Watershed Work Group and Administrative Entity. The statutory requiremenǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

referenced in RCW 36.70A.715 and RCW 36.70A.735 in Appendix A. 

Technical Service Providers (TSPs) are the entities responsible for providing technical assistance to 

agricultural operators in Douglas County. These entities are identified in Section 10.2 per RCW 

36.70A.720(1)(f). 

Foster Creek Conservation District (FCCD) was designated by Douglas County as the administrative 

entity for VSP implementation.  FCCD shall carry out all administrative activities necessary to meet the 

requirements of the VSP and shall be one of the primary TSPs.   

South Douglas Conservation District (SDCD) shall act as one of the primary TSPs.  

The Director of the conservation commission will approve the work plan.  The completed work plan will 

be submitted to the director, who then submits the plan to the technical panel for review.  If the 

technical panel determines whether, at the end of ten years after receipt of funding, the work plan, in 

conjunction with other existing plans and regulations, will protect critical areas while maintaining and 

enhancing the viability of agriculture in the watershed, then the director must approve the plan.  If the 

plan has not been approved within two years and nine months after receipt of funding, the director shall 

submit the plan to the Statewide Advisory Committee for resolution.  If the Statewide Advisory 

Committee recommends approval, the director must approve the plan.  The statutory requirements of 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ w/² осΦтл!Φтнр ƛƴ Appendix A. 

The Technical Panel is responsible for reviewing the work plan after its submission for approval and 

reporting to the director.  The technical panel shall assess whether at the end of ten years after receipt 

of funding, the work plan, in conjunction with other existing plans and regulations, will protect critical 

areas while maintaining and enhancing the viability of agriculture in the watershed, in addition to 

meeting all other statutory requirements of THE VSP ACT. Additionally, the technical panel assists in 

reviewing the two and five-year status reports submitted by the work group. The technical panel 

consists of a member from the Washington State Conservation Commission, the Washington 

Department of Agriculture, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Washington 

Department of Ecology.  The technical panel review of the work plan is described in RCW 36.70A.725. 
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The Statewide Advisory Committee is responsible for advising the commission and other agencies 

involved in development and operation of VSP.  Specifically, if the director has not approved a work plan 

within two years and nine months from the receipt of funding, the Statewide Advisory Committee will 

work with the work group to resolve issues with the work plan.  If the Statewide Advisory Committee 

recommends approval, the director must approve the work plan.  The committee is also involved in 

review of reports submitted by the watershed group under RCW 36.70A720(2)(b).  The committee shall 

consist of two persons representing county government, two persons representing agricultural 

organizations, and two persons representing environmental organizations. The commission, in 

conjunction with the governor's office, shall also invite participation by two representatives of tribal 

governments. 

The VSP Watershed Work Group is responsible for developing, agreeing to, and submitting the work 

plan for approval.  Upon approval, the work group is responsible for administering and implementing 

the work plan over the life of VSP.  The watershed group must include broad representation of key 

watershed stakeholders and, at a minimum, representatives of agricultural and environmental groups 

and tribes that agree to participate. Participation in the Douglas County work group is voluntary.  In 

initiating the process, FCCD invited interested parties to participate, and asked them to fill out a simple 

ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  {ǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ w/² осΦтл!Φтнл ŀƴŘ 

below in Section 1.4. 

At the time of work plan completion, the following people are members of the Douglas County 

watershed work group:  

Dave Billingsley, Rancher, Landowner 

Robert Ramm, Dryland Farmer, Landowner 

Tim Behne, Dryland Farmer, Landowner 

Alex McLean, Dryland Farmer, Landowner 

Jeff Rock, Dryland Farmer, South Douglas Conservation District 

Norman Tupling, Dryland Farmer, Chelan-Douglas Farm Bureau 

April Clayton, Orchardist, Landowner, Chelan-Douglas County Farm Bureau 

Britt Dudek, Orchardist, Chelan-Douglas County Farm Bureau President 

Curt Soper, Director, Chelan-Douglas Land Trust 

Amanda Barg, Habitat Biologist, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife  

Jessica Gonzales, Sagebrush Steppe Ecosystem Conservation Coordinator, US Fish and Wildlife Service 

Aaron Rosenblum, VSP Coordinator, FCCD 

The following entities, and the sectors they represent, participated in some of the work group meetings, 

but are not members of the work group: 

Washington State University Extension, Agriculture/Research 
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Greater Wenatchee Irrigation District, Agriculture 

The Nature Conservancy, Environmental  

Pheasants Forever/Sage Grouse Initiative, Environmental/Agency 

Washington Department of Agriculture, Agency/Government 

Washington Department of Ecology, Agency/Government 

National Resource Conservation Service, Agency/Government 

Washington State Farm Bureau, Agency/Government 

Cascadia Conservation District, Agency/Government  

Douglas County Planning Department, Agency/Government  

Washington State Conservation Commission, Agency/Government 

Don Brigham and Ben Floyd of Anchor QEA provided meeting facilitation services and support for seven 

of the ten workgroup meetings between August 2016 and June 2017.   

Members of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of 

the Colville Reservation were invited to participate in the Douglas County VSP process (Appendix C).  

Contacts for the tribes were kept updated via email, usually twice per month, regarding work plan 

development, meeting announcements, and work plan/meeting materials. The updates were sent out 

through a bulk email list that was used to keep all stakeholders informed about the Douglas County VSP 

process. Appendix C also documents outreach attempts and invitations to participate in the work group 

to environmental and agricultural groups, as well as the general public.   

The work group met monthly, operating under a set of agreed upon ground rules (Appendix I) that were 

formalized at the work group meeting on December 7, 2016.  Each month, topics were discussed that 

led to the development of this work plan.  All work group meetings were open to the public and 

provided periods in which the public was allowed to participate in accordance with the Open Public 

Meetings Act (RCW 42.30).  Additionally, meeting agendas, minutes, and other documents related to the 

ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ C//5Ωǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ  ¢ƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘǎ 

were published in three local newspapers; the Empire Press, the Wenatchee World, and the Quad City 

Herald.   Minutes from each meeting can be found in Appendix I.   

1.5 Core Elements of the Work Plan 
VSP legislation specifically outlines the requirements of this VSP Work Plan. The table included as a 

cover page to this document identifies the location that each requirement is addressed in this work 

plan.  The requirements are: 

(1) A watershed group designated by a county under RCW 36.70A.715 must develop a work plan to 

protect critical areas while maintaining the viability of agriculture in the watershed. The work plan must 

include goals and benchmarks for the protection and enhancement of critical areas. In developing and 

implementing the work plan, the watershed group must: 
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(a) Review and incorporate applicable water quality, watershed management, farmland protection, and 

species recovery data and plans; 

(b) Seek input from tribes, agencies, and stakeholders; 

(c) Develop goals for participation by agricultural operators conducting commercial and noncommercial 

agricultural activities in the watershed necessary to meet the protection and enhancement benchmarks 

of the work plan; 

(d) Ensure outreach and technical assistance is provided to agricultural operators in the watershed; 

(e) Create measurable benchmarks that, within ten years after the receipt of funding, are designed to 

result in (i) the protection of critical area functions and values and (ii) the enhancement of critical area 

functions and values through voluntary, incentive-based measures; 

(f) Designate the entity or entities that will provide technical assistance; 

(g) Work with the entity providing technical assistance to ensure that individual stewardship plans 

contribute to the goals and benchmarks of the work plan; 

(h) Incorporate into the work plan any existing development regulations relied upon to achieve the goals 

and benchmarks for protection; 

(i) Establish baseline monitoring for: (i) Participation activities and implementation of the voluntary 

stewardship plans and projects; (ii) stewardship activities; and (iii) the effects on critical areas and 

agriculture relevant to the protection and enhancement benchmarks developed for the watershed; 

(j) Conduct periodic evaluations, institute adaptive management, and provide a written report of the 

status of plans and accomplishments to the county and to the commission within sixty days after the 

end of each biennium; 

(k) Assist state agencies in their monitoring programs; and 

(l) Satisfy any other reporting requirements of the program 

RCW36.70A.720(1)  

Ultimately, to gain approval from the technical panelΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ Ǉƭŀƴ Ƴǳǎǘ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ άŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ 

of ten years after receipt of funding, the work plan, in conjunction with other existing plans and 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜέ ƛƴ 

participating Douglas County watersheds (RCW 36.70A.725(2).  If the technical panel finds that the work 

plan successfully explains how this will be accomplished, then they must recommend its approval to the 

director (RCW 36.70A.725(3)(a)(i)), and the director must approve the plan (RCW 36.70A.725(3)(a)(ii). 
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1.6 VSP Failure or Lack of Funding 
If a VSP Work Plan is not approved within 3 years of initial funding (see below), if plan goals and 

benchmarks are not met after adaptive management efforts, or if the makes a lack of adequate funding 

determination for a watershed (RCW 36.70A.740, RCW 36.70A.735(2)(c)), the county maintains the 

responsibility for protecting critical areas under the GMA with more standard regulatory approaches.  

For agricultural operations this would impose regulatory protection at the parcel level. The VSP statute 

ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǇŜƭƭǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ƻǊ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ 

RCW36.70A.735. 

 

There are differing consequences under VSP statute for failing to meet protection goals and benchmarks 

versus failing to meet enhancement goals and benchmarks. To avoid confusion or unintended fail-out 

consequences when the work group makes 5-year watershed success or failure determinations, care 

needs to be taken to distinguish achievement of protection goals and benchmarks from achievement of 

enhancement goals and benchmarks. Separate assessments will also support more effective workload 

management and minimize wheel-spinning on unnecessary adaptive management efforts. 

 

If protection goals and benchmarks are not met in a watershed, and adaptive management efforts fail to 

meet the protection goals and benchmarks within a six-month extension period (if granted per RCW 

36.70A.730), that watershed will fail out of VSP and the county will be required to update critical area 

regulations on agricultural activities under one of the options in RCW 36.70A.735. If enhancement goals 

and benchmarks are not being met the VSP statutes merely call for efforts to implement voluntary 

enhancements once funding becomes available (RCW 36.70A.720(2)(b) and (c)). 

 

1.7 Douglas County VSP Statutory Timeline 

TASK DATE 

Receipt of funding January 22, 2016 

Deadline for work plan approval via the Technical 

Panel review process  

October 22, 2018 

Deadline for work plan approval via the statewide 

Advisory Committee 

January 22, 2019 

Biennium status report  August 29, ODD YEARS 

Five-year status report January 22, 2021 

Ten-year status report January 22, 2026 

Future status reports January 22, Every five years 

Table 1-1: Douglas County VSP Statutory timeline 
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1.8 Existing Resource Management Plans and Strategies 
The work group reviewed and incorporated data and information from several existing resource 

management plans and strategies in Douglas County during the development of this work plan. These 

plans and strategies include the Multiple Species General Conservation Plan (MSGCP) for Douglas 

County, the Watershed Management Plan, Moses Coulee and Foster Creek Watersheds WRIA 44 & 50, 

the Community Wildfire Protection Plan for Douglas County, Natural Resource Conservation Service 

(NRCS) programs including the Environmental Quality Incentives Program and the Conservation 

Stewardship Program, the Sage Grouse Initiative, and existing conservation district programs. Detailed 

information on how this VSP work plan incorporates the above plans and strategies is included in 

Chapter 7.0, Protection and Enhancement Strategies.  

1.9 Definitions 
Agricultural activities άƳŜŀƴǎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻΥ tǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎΣ 

breeding, or increasing agricultural products; rotating and changing agricultural crops; allowing land 

used for agricultural activities to lie fallow in which it is plowed and tilled but left unseeded; allowing 

land used for agricultural activities to lie dormant as a result of adverse agricultural market conditions; 

allowing land used for agricultural activities to lie dormant because the land is enrolled in a local, state, 

or federal conservation program, or the land is subject to a conservation easement; conducting 

agricultural operations; maintaining, repairing, and replacing agricultural equipment; maintaining, 

repairing, and replacing agricultural facilities, provided that the replacement facility is no closer to the 

ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΤ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴέ 

RCW 90.58.065(2)(a). 

Agricultural equipment and agricultural facilities άincludes, but is not limited to: (i) The following used in 

agricultural operations: Equipment; machinery; constructed shelters, buildings, and ponds; fences; 

upland finfish rearing facilities; water diversion, withdrawal, conveyance, and use equipment and 

facilities including but not limited to pumps, pipes, tapes, canals, ditches, and drains; (ii) corridors and 

facilities for transporting personnel, livestock, and equipment to, from, and within agricultural lands; (iii) 

farm residences and associated equipment, lands, and facilities; and (iv) roadside stands and on-farm 

ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ŦǊǳƛǘ ƻǊ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎέ w/² флΦруΦлсрόнύόŎύΦ 

Agricultural land means those specific land areas on which agriculture activities are conducted. 

RCW90.58.065(2)(d). 

Agricultural Operators are individuals, groups, or for profit businesses of all types that engage in 

agricultural activities. 

Agricultural products άincludes but is not limited to horticultural, viticultural, floricultural, vegetable, 

fruit, berry, grain, hops, hay, straw, turf, sod, seed, and apiary products; feed or forage for livestock; 

Christmas trees; hybrid cottonwood and similar hardwood trees grown as crops and harvested within 

twenty years of planting; and livestock including both the animals themselves and animal products 
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ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǘΣ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŦƛǎƘΣ ǇƻǳƭǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǳƭǘǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŀƛǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎέ w/² 

90.58.065(2)(b). 

Agricultural viability can be defined as the ability of a farmer or group of farmers to productively farm on 

a given piece of land or in a specific area, maintain and enhance an economically viable farm business 

and/or achieve other non-economic goals, keep the land in agriculture long-term, and steward the land 

so it will remain productive. 

Benchmarks are measurable criteria that, within ten years after the receipt of funding, are designed to 

result in (i) the protection of critical area functions and values and (ii) the enhancement of critical area 

functions and values through voluntary, incentive-based measures (RCW 36.70A.720(1)(e).  At five year 

intervals, the work group must report to the director on whether the protection and enhancement 

benchmarks have been met (RCW 36.70A.720(2)(b) and (c)).  Failure to meet protection benchmarks will 

subject the county to RCW 36.70A.735.  

Best Management Practices (BMPs) is a general term, and different agencies have different definitions. 

For the purpose of this work plan, all BMPs are conservation activities.  

Conservation activities are all stewardship actions being implemented by Douglas County producers that 

protect, preserve, and/or enhance natural resources. These include NRCS Conservation Practices, and all 

other stewardship actions.  

Conservation Practice is a conservation activity in which the landowner contracts with NRCS to receive 

cost share assistance.  The activity must meet a technical standard provided by NRCS (see below). 

Conservation Practice Standard are technical guides that are the primary scientific references for NRCS.  

They contain technical information about the conservation of soil, water, air, and related plant and 

animal resources, and provide technical standards that conservation actions must meet.   

Enhance or enhancement means to improve the processes, structure, and functions existing, as of July 

22, 2011, of ecosystems and habitats associated with critical areas. RCW 36.70A.703(4). 

Indicators are measurable criteria that inform benchmarks, protection of critical area functions and 

values, and adaptive management.  Failure to meet any indicator thresholds identified in adaptive 

management plans will not subject the county to RCW 36.70A.735.   

Protect or protecting means to prevent the degradation of functions and values existing as of July 22, 

2011. RCW 30.70A.703(8). 
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1.10 List of Abbreviations  

 

Abbreviation Full Term 

AMMP Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plan 

(MSGCP) 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

CARA Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas 

CP NRCS Conservation Practice Standard 

CRP Conservation Reserve Program 

CPPE Conservation Practices Physical Effects tool 

CWGG Central Washington Grain Growers 

CWMA Cooperative Weed Management Area 

CWPP Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

DCWPA Douglas County Watershed Planning Association 

DNR Washington Department of Natural Resources 

DOE Washington Department of Ecology 

EIM Environmental Information Management (DOE) 

FFAs Frequently Flooded Areas 

FSA Farm Service Agency 

FWHCA Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 

GHA Geologically Hazardous Areas 

GIS Geographic Information Systems 

GMA Growth Management Act 

HCA Habitat Conservation Areas 

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 

NAIP National Agriculture Imagery Program 

NASS National Agricultural Statistics Service 

NDVI Normalized Difference Vegetation Index 

NRCS National Resource Conservation Service 

OBIA Object Based Image Analysis 
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Abbreviation Full Term 

RCW Revised Code of Washington 

RFPA Rural Fire Protection Area 

RMP Resource Management Plan 

SAFE State Acres for Wildlife Enhancement Program 

SDCD South Douglas Conservation District 

SGI Sage Grouse Initiative  

SSP Site Specific Plan (for the MSGCP) 

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and 

Threats 

TSP Technical Service Provider 

USDA United State Department of Agriculture  

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

VSP Voluntary Stewardship Program 

WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

WDOH Washington Department of Health 

WSDA Washington State Department of Agriculture 

Table 1-2: List of abbreviations used in this document
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2.0  County Context 

This VSP Work Plan is specific to Douglas County, Washington.  This Chapter provides information on the 

county for which this plan will be implemented. 

2.1  Geographic Setting 

The county is approximately 1,183,008 acres in size and is located close to the geographical center of 

Washington State.  It lies on the northern edge of the Columbia Basin, just east of the Cascade 

Mountains.  The Columbia River is the Work Plan boundary on the north, south, and west sides.  On the 

east side, the county boundary lies just to the west of a chain of lakes, including Banks Lake and Sun Lakes.   

There are two primary Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIA) within Douglas County.  They are Foster 

Creek WRIA 50 and Moses Coulee WRIA 44 (Figure 2-1).  Both watersheds were nominated by The 

County to be considered priority watersheds under 36.70A.710(1)(b).  Additionally, TLS 12-01 (Appendix 

.ύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎΣ άŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǳƴƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ County not included in these two watershed 

resource inventory areas, for participation in the VSPΦέ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ 

 

Figure 2-1: Location of State Water Resource Inventory Areas in Douglas County 
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include small portions of Grand Coulee WRIA 42 to the far east portion of the county and Lower Crab 

Creek WRIA 41 at the extreme southern tip of the county.   

2.2 Population 

The MSGCP describes the population of Douglas County in the following way: 

The estimated population of Douglas County according to the 2010 Census is about 38,431 or 

about 21.1 persons/square mile (USDC 2010a).  East Wenatchee is the largest city with a 

population of 13,190 and the County Seat, Waterville, has a 2010 population of 1,138 (USDC 

2010b; USDC 2010c).  Other incorporated cities include Rock Island, Mansfield, and Bridgeport.  

Over half the county population lives in unincorporated or rural areas.                                   

(MSGCP 2015) 

2.3 Land Use 

Approximately 1,027,628 acres, or 86.8% of land in Douglas County is privately owned (MSGCP 2015). 

Agriculture is the primary land use in Douglas County.  Agricultural land use in Douglas County initially 

clustered around available ground and surface water sources.  Most agricultural lands in production today 

were established in the late 1800s, when most of the county was homesteaded.  Approximately 75 percent 

of historic natural habitat has been converted to agriculture in Douglas county (MSGCP 2015). Two current 

land use trends are apparent in the county: agricultural activities are consolidating into larger operations 

and predominately irrigated agricultural land is being removed from production and converted to 

commercial, industrial, and residential uses (MSGCP 2015).  Land-use zoning within Douglas County is 

shown in Figure 2-2. 
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Figure 2-2: Current Land Use Zoning within Plan Area (MSGCP 2015, p. 31) 

The predominant land use in Douglas County is agriculture.  Per the Douglas County Code, the following 

land use zones permit agriculture as an accepted land use: Commercial Agriculture 10, Commercial 

Agriculture 5, Dryland Agriculture, Rural Recreation, Rural Resource 2, Rural Resource 20, Rural 

Resource 5, and Rural Service Center (DCC 18.0).  Zoning regulations permit agriculture as an accepted 

use on 1,151,111 acres or 97% of the surface land area. Orchard activities occur along the Columbia 

River corridor and to some extent in the lower portion of Moses Coulee.  The remainder of the county, 

located on the Waterville Plateau, is where the majority of grain, crop, and livestock production 

currently occurs.  An in-depth discussion of agriculture in Douglas County appears in chapter 4.  
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2.4 Land Management Entities 

There are several entities responsible for land management in Douglas County beyond private land 

owners.  The majority of these lands are managed by various federal, state agencies, but there is also 

21,657 acres of land owned or in easement held and managed by The Nature Conservancy.  Land 

management objectives and practices vary greatly depending on the agency.  The MSGCP refers to 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bureau of Land Management, and The Nature 

Conservancy lands as Habitat Conservation Areas, (HCAs) (Figure 2-3) as they have multiple use or 

wildlife emphasis management priorities. Publicly owned lands are not eligible for participation in VSP, 

however, they do contribute to the overall functions and values of critical areas on the watershed scale, 

which will be measured as indicators in this VSP work plan. Further, the four entities listed below 

provide agricultural leases to producers and are important to the agricultural viability of Douglas County.     

2.4.1 BLM Lands and Management in Douglas County 

The BLM manages its lands in eastern Washington under the Spokane Resource Management Plan 

(RMP) (USBLM 1985; 1992).  The RMP provides a comprehensive framework for managing and allocating 

public land and resources in the Spokane District.  The RMPs are designed to last 20 years, but due to 

cost and complexity of development, it has become normal for them to last 30 or more years (Bryan 

Mulligan, personal communications, 2016). Specifically, the RMP: 

Serves as the master plan, providing framework for site-specific decisions regarding conditional 

or prohibited uses and activities in some sites.  It defines the intensity of management of various 

resources, the development of activity plans, such as grazing allotment management plans and 

habitat management plans, and the issuance of rights-of-way, leases, or permits.  The RMP was 

developed to be consistent with all federal laws, regulations and requirements including but not 

limited to the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Clean Water Act.                                                      

(MSGCP 2015) 

 The BLM initiated the development of a new RMP in 2010, and work is currently ongoing.  The planning 

process uses an interdisciplinary approach to identify and resolve new issues and to apply principles of 

multiple use and sustained yield.  While the current RMP places emphasis on wildlife habitat, grazing 

and recreation, the new RMP may identify different priorities depending on which alternative is selected 

(Bryan Mulligan, personal communications, 2016). The new RMP will guide management of BLM lands in 

eastern Washington for 20-30 years when it is completed.   
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Figure 2-3: Habitat Conservation Areas (HCAs) in Douglas County (MSGCP 2015, p. 49) 

The BLM lands in Douglas County are multiple-use areas and are managed to include an emphasis on 

ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΣ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΦ  .[aΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƛǎǘŜŘΣ 

sensitive, proposed, and candidate species and other game and nongame species.  The BLM implements 

measures to minimize effects to species (e.g., seasonal restrictions at grouse leks), and improve habitats 

(e.g., ensuring sufficient forage and cover and improving riparian habitats).  It is BLM policy to maintain 

viable populations of proposed or sensitive species.  BLM also manages an Area of Critical 
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Environmental Concern in Douglas County, which includes 200 acres near Brewster to protect a bald 

eagle winter roost (Bryan Mulligan, personal communications, 2016). 

2.4.2 WDFW Lands and Management in Douglas County 

WDFW manages over 16,000 acres in Douglas County. This acreage is split into two wildlife management 

areas: Wells Wildlife Area and Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area. WDFW has developed management plans for 

the two areas.  WDFW goals and objectives included in the WDFW 2011-2017 Strategic Plan (WDFW 

2010) that are relevant to the Wells Wildlife and Sagebrush Flat Wildlife areas are listed below: 

Goal I: Healthy and diverse fish and wildlife populations and habitats  

¶ Objective: protect, restore and enhance fish and wildlife populations and their habitats. 

¶ Objective: ensure WDFW activities, programs, facilities and lands are consistent with local, 

State, and Federal regulations that protect and recover fish, wildlife, and their habitats. 

Goal II: Sustainable fish and wildlife-related opportunities 

¶ Objective: provide sustainable fish- and wildlife-related recreational and commercial 

opportunities compatible with maintaining healthy fish and wildlife populations and habitats. 

¶ Objective: improve the economic well-being of Washington by providing diverse, high quality 

recreational and commercial opportunities. 

Goal III: Operational Excellence and Professional Service  

¶ Objective: provide sound operational management of WDFW lands, facilities, and access sites. 

Wells Wildlife Area: 

The Wells Wildlife Area was created as part of the Wildlife Mitigation Agreement between 

WDFW and Douglas County PUD in 1974.  The Wildlife Management Agreement is a component 

of the Wells Hydroelectric Project Federal Energy Regulatory Commission License No 2149.  

Currently, there are three units of the Wells Wildlife Area located in Douglas County totaling 

3,408 acres: Central Ferry Canyonς1,908 acres, West Foster Creekς1,050 acres, and Bridgeport 

Barς450 acres.  All three units are located in the northwest portion of the county (WDFW 

2006a). WDFW developed the Wells Wildlife Area Management Plan in 2006.  This plan was 

updated in 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2012, and a current update is in development.   

The majority of habitat types on the Wells Wildlife Area are shrub-steppe and steppe.  Riparian 

habitat is scattered throughout the Wildlife Area along creek bottoms, lakes, and springs.  

Habitat types have been degraded by past agricultural activities and grazing (WDFW 2006a).  

Iŀōƛǘŀǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝƭƭǎ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ !ǊŜŀ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ²5C²Ωǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

increasing the population of Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, greater sage-grouse, and Columbia 

Basin pygmy rabbit, as well as other species dependent on these habitats (WDFW 2006a).     

(MSGCP 2015) 
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Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area: 

The Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area was approved as a wildlife mitigation project in 1992.  It was 

incorporated in 20лн ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ tƻǿŜǊ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ .ŀǎƛƴ 

Fish and Wildlife Program as partial mitigation for adverse impacts caused by the construction 

and operation of Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee dams.  Since 1991, ten separate purchases 

have occurred that form the current wildlife area, with the most recent purchase in 2002.  The 

Bonneville Power Administration continues to provide operations and maintenance funding for 

the Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area (WDFW 2006b). 

The predominant vegetation type on the Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area is big sagebrush 

(Artemisia tridentata) and bluebunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicata), although each unit 

has different habitat characteristics.  The Bridgeport Unit features a 6.4-mile-long stream 

corridor, numerous springs, and north facing draws.  These areas support a variety of shrubs and 

trees, including serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), rose (Rosa ssp.), chokecherry (Prunus 

virginiana), hawthorn (Crataegus douglasii), black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), quaking 

aspen (Populus tremuloides), and water birch (Betula occidentalis).  These species form critical 

riparian habitat that provides food and shelter for Columbian sharp-tailed grouse during the 

winter (WDFW 2006b).  The Chester Unit provides seasonal ponds and meadows that provide 

habitat for a variety of wildlife species, including mule deer and migrating waterfowl (WDFW 

2006b).   

The Sagebrush Flat Unit contains one of the largest expanses of deep-soil sagebrush habitat in 

the region.  The vegetation and soil characteristics of this unit make it the focal point for 

restoration of Columbia Basin pygmy rabbits (WDFW 2006b).                                   

(MSGCP 2015) 

2.4.3 The Nature Conservancy Lands and Management in Douglas County 

The MSGCP describes Nature Conservancy Lands and Management in Douglas County as follows:  

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) is a private, non-profit conservation organization committed to 

preserving the plants, animals, and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on 

Earth by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive.  As TNC lands are privately held, 

they are eligible for inclusion in VSP in areas were agricultural activities occur.   TNC manages 

almost 22,000 acres in Dougƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ   ¢b/Ωǎ aƻǎŜǎ /ƻǳƭŜŜκ.ŜŜȊƭŜȅ Iƛƭƭǎ tǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƻǘŀƭǎ ƳƻǊŜ 

than 30,000 acres of shrub-steppe and occupies land in both Douglas and Grant Counties.  The 

Conservancy is taking the following actions to ensure the long-term conservation of this habitat 

and its resident species (TNC 2008): 

άtŀǊǘƴŜǊƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-term conservation of 

400,000 acres of functional shrub-steppe by identifying lands that connect existing shrub-steppe 

and by evaluating strategies that improve management and support conservation on private 

lands. 
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ά²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ ǊƛǾŜǊōŀƴƪ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜŀƳ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘ ƻǊ 

modified, ensuring the protection of the seeps, springs and small pools that are critical to life in 

this arid environment. 

ά/ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƴŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

appropriate habitat, knowledge, and management capacity are available to support viable 

populations of greater sage-grouse, Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, and pygmy rabbits. 

άtǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŦƻǊ мп ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мр ōŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΤ ǘƘŜ aƻǎŜǎ /ƻǳƭŜŜ 

Preserve is known as the single most-important location for this key group of animals in the 

state.  Working with partners, researchers, and volunteers to create an inventory and monitoring 

program to gain the knowledge needed to ensure that appropriate conditions exist and support 

the long-term conservatioƴ ƻŦ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ ōŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦέ 

  

¢ƘŜ bŀǘǳǊŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀƴŎȅΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻΥ άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŜ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜΣ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ 

²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ ǎƘǊǳō-steppe ecosystem through the collaborative efforts of private and public 

landowners supported by the greater community; and to begin the healing process necessary 

for the long-ǘŜǊƳ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇŜǊƛƭŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦέ  

(MSGCP 2015) 

2.4.4 Washington Department of Natural Resources Lands and Management in Douglas County 

The Washington Department of Natural Resources manages numerous inholdings of land within Douglas 

County.  Many of these lands are leased for agricultural purposes. Department of Natural Resources 

land is managed consistent with 332 WAC.     

2.5 Infrastructure 

Infrastructure in Douglas County is described by the MSGCP:  

The most important mode of transportation in Douglas County is surface roads.  The road 

network provides delivery routes for agricultural products traveling from farms and ranches to 

storage or processing points.  Roads also facilitate the delivery of supplies and equipment to 

farms and ranches and the movement of farm equipment.  The primary east-west route is US 2, 

which runs across the county from near Coulee City to just north of East Wenatchee.  SR 97 

enters the county near East Wenatchee and runs north along the shore of the Columbia River 

before exiting the county near Chelan.  On the east side of the county, SR 17 runs north from near 

Coulee City to Bridgeport.  SR 174 runs from Coulee Dam to Leahy, while SR 172 travels from 

Sims Corner to Farmer.  Finally, SR 28 enters the county at the extreme southern tip and runs 

north along the Columbia River to East Wenatchee.  Most roads are managed and maintained by 

the county and are concentrated in the middle two-thirds of the county, with reduced access in 

the southern and northern areas (Figure [2-4]).  (MSGCP 2015) 
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There is also an extensive network of energy development infrastructure in Douglas County (Figure 2-5).  

Five major dams on the Columbia River encircle the county.  The Rock Island Dam and Rocky Reach Dam 

are operated by Chelan County PUD, the Wells Dam is operated by Douglas County PUD, the Chief 

Joseph Dam is operated by the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Grand Coulee Dam is operated by the 

Bureau of Reclamation.  The Grand Coulee Dam also provides irrigation water to more than 670,000 

acres of cropland as part of the Columbia Basin Project.  However, the entirety of this land lies south of 

Douglas County.  Major power lines operated by the Bonneville Power Administration, Chelan County 

PUD and Douglas County PUD also encircle the county.  Douglas County residents and agricultural 

operators pay among the lowest electricity rates in the country thanks to this energy infrastructure.   

       

 Figure 2-4: Transportation in Douglas County (MSGCP 2015, p. 34) 
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Figure 2-5: Energy Infrastructure in Douglas County 
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3.0 Environmental Context 

This chapter summarizes the physical and environmental setting of Douglas County. 

3.1 Geography and Geology  

The majority of Foster Creek WRIA 50 and Moses Coulee WRIA 44 is rolling plateau, underlain by 

basalt bedrock, interspersed by intermittent drainages.  General elevations range between 

2,000 and 3,000 feet above mean sea level.  Higher terrain is in the southwest at Badger 

Mountain and in the northeast in the Okanogan Highlands.  Lower elevations include the Moses 

Coulee and areas along the Columbia River (Johnson 1974).  WRIA 50 and WRIA 44 are part of a 

larger drainage, the Columbia River Watershed.                                                                          

(MSGCP, 2015) 

The present day landscape and geology of WRIAs 50 and 44 was formed over the last 18 million years by 

a sequence of extruding lava flows, glaciations and extreme flood events.  The basalt bedrock 

comprising the two WRIAs is formed by the Columbia River Basalt Group, a series of basalt lava flows 

ranging from 17.5 million years ago to 6 million years ago.  This group consists of an estimated 311 

individual flows containing over 41,000 cubic miles of basalt.   The eruptions were not from a single vent 

but from very long cracks or fissures extending miles in length (FCCD 2004).     

After basalt was extruded, the region was warped into broad basins in which several sub-basins were 

formed by locally intense folding by faulting.  In these sub-basins, deposits of clay, silt, sand and gravel 

accumulated during the Pleistocene Epoch from approximately 1.6 million to 10,000 years ago (KCM 

1995). 

During the Pleistocene Epoch, the Okanogan Lobe of the vast Wisconsin Glacier advanced southward 

into Douglas County.  The extent of this advance is marked by a large deposit of glacial till several miles 

ǿƛŘŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ά²ƛǘƘǊƻǿ aƻǊŀƛƴŜέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǇŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŦǊƻƳ /ƘŜƭŀƴ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ Ƨǳǎǘ 

north of Coulee City.  As the glacier retreated it left behind giant erratics, which are blocks of bedrock, 

some as big as a house churned up by the glacier, across northern Douglas County (FCCD 2004).    

The most prominent feature in WRIA 44, the Moses Coulee, was formed by enormous floods from Lake 

Missoula, a glacially dammed lake.  These floods released huge quantities of water when the ice dam 

holding them back broke that ripped down through bedrock creating the coulee.  These Missoula Floods 

ŀǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ά/ƘŀƴƴŜƭŜŘ {ŎŀōƭŀƴŘǎέ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ 9ŀstern 

Washington (FCCD 2004).    

3.2 Climate 

Annual precipitation in Douglas County can vary substantially, ranging from 6-24 inches, with an annual 

average of 11.2 inches (Figure 3-1) (USFWS 2013).  The majority of the county receives precipitation 

around the average, but the western portion generally receives higher amounts (Figure 3-2). The 
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heaviest precipitation occurs during the winter months as snowfall.  Snowfall averages range from 20 to 

35 inches in the lower elevations and 40 to 80 inches on the plateau.  Of the total annual precipitation, 

only about 15% is received in the summer months of June, July and August.  Temperature ranges vary 

depending on elevation with an average winter temperature of 26̄F and an average summer 

temperature of 65̄F in Waterville (2,640 ft. elevation), and an average winter temperature of 32̄F and 

an average summer temperature of 71̄F in East Wenatchee (780 ft. elevation) (USFWS 2013).  

Subfreezing temperatures generally occur 140 to 160 days per year. Frost penetration of the soil varies 

from year to year, and spatially, but generally frost depth is 10 to 20 inches. Early snowfall insulates the 

ground and reduces the depth of freezing to a few inches, while lack of early snow results in deeper 

freezing of the soil (MSGCP 2015). Flooding and erosion often occurs when the underlying soil is frozen 

and there is heavy runoff from rain or snowmelt (Beieler 1981; Douglas County 1995; Johnson 1974). 

The prevailing wind direction and speed in Douglas County varies depending on location and season.  

Statistically, 50 mile-per-hour winds can be expected, on average, once in two years, and 70 mile-per-

hour winds once in 25 years (Thompson and Ressler 1988).   

 

Figure 3-1: Average rainfall by month in Douglas County (USFWS 2013) 

3.2.1 Climate Change 

The Douglas County VSP Work Group has written the benchmarks and goals for critical area protection 

and agricultural viability with the potential effects of climate change in mind. However, the effects of 

climate change fall outside the scope and jurisdiction of VSP as discussed in Section 1.3. Identified 

changes to critical area functions and values will be assessed to determine cause as outlined by the 

adaptive management process (Section 9.5).  
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Figure 3-2: Average rainfall by location in Douglas County (USDA NRCS, 2006) 

 

The following discussion of climate change is taken from the MSGCP:  

Climate change is currently being researched and discussed regionally and nationally.  Critical 

Areas in Douglas County may be impacted by climate change, but it is difficult to predict exactly 

how, when, or to what extent.  There are varying models and predictions for the changes that 

might be expected over the next 50 years and beyond.  Minor temperature variations of one to 

three degrees Fahrenheit are predicted, as well as potential changes to precipitation patterns 

and quantities within Douglas County.  Winter precipitation is predicted to come more in the 

form of rain and less in the form of snow in the Pacific Northwest (University of Washington 

2013).  Freeze-free season is predicted to increase, and precipitation may increase in winter, 

spring, and fall but decrease during summer (Kunkel et al. 2013).   

Recent studies have looked at likely climate change and changes in biodiversity (Lawler and 

Mathias 2007).  The biodiversity study summarized that models predicted that the shrub-steppe 

is likely to undergo changes in the coming century.  Changes may include increased extent of 

woodlands, increased fires, and resultant decreased wildlife habitats and increased erosion.  

Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) invasion may worsen with increased fires, out-competing native 

perennials and further altering the fires regimes.  Warmer and drier summers may also make 

fire more frequent.  Encroachment of woodlands and/or dry conifer forests or other vegetation 
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changes may also be enhanced due to increased atmospheric CO2 resulting in increased plant 

water-use efficiencies.   

Little et al. (2009) explored possible climate change impacts to several agricultural commodities 

in eastern Washington, including wheat.  Positive or negative changes to crops depend on the 

direct effects of climate, but they also depend on increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide, which 

can increase crop yields for some plants and also increase water use efficiency.  Little et al. 

(2009) noted that the resulting CO2 effect on plants could be temporary (plants may adapt to 

new conditions, or growth of plants may be limited by other factors), but mounting 

experimental evidence involving agricultural crops show a definite beneficial effect ƻŦ ά/h2 

ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ȅƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎǊƻǇǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

adequate supply of nutrients and are well protected from pests and weeds.  The researchers 

assessed potential changes for 2020, 2040, and 2080 scenarios with respect to a baseline 

climate (1975-2005).  The wheat studies were based on sites at Pullman and Saint John, WA, 

neither of which is in Douglas County.  Earlier maturity in response to warming will allow 

dryland winter wheat to avoid some water stress resulting in increases for the 2020s and 

unchanged or slightly increased for the 2040s; while spring wheat is likely to be unchanged 

through the 2020s, but decline in the 2040s through the 2080s.  Increased CO2 fertilization 

effects result in further increases, and compensate for the decreases in spring wheat until the 

2040s (at the Saint John site).   

The Climate Change Impacts group (2009) conducted a literature review for the assessment of 

weed impacts from climate changes.  Competition from weeds may increase, unless growers 

adapt accordingly.  Most studies on climate change predict that pests, including weeds, may 

expand their geographic ranges in a changing climate.  Warmer and wetter fall and winter 

weather may allow greater numbers and growth of annual weeds.  The physiological plasticity of 

weeds and high degree of variation may provide weeds with a competitive advantage over crops 

or other native vegetation.                                                                                                                              

(2015) 
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3.3 Soils 

In WRIA 44, the features known as scablands and loess islands were formed from the Missoula Floods.  

The result is a predominance of deep loess and silt soils with generally poor drainage characteristics 

(Beieler 1981).  These soils are interspersed with numerous small isolated patches of very shallow soils 

that harbor a unique vegetation composition.  On the basalt upland plateau of WRIA 50 and part of 

WRIA 44, silt-loam soil was deposited by the recession of the Okanogan lobe of the Wisconsin Glacier.  

As the glacier melted, it retreated up the valley leaving behind a blanket of glacial till and extremely fine 

loess.  The till is up to 50 feet thick and composed of clay, silt, sand, gravel, cobbles, and boulders.  The 

soil type is a sand-loam and deeper silt-loam soil that is deep and well drained (Beieler 1981).  Across 

the plateau, thinner soils prevail on the west face of slopes as they face the prevailing western winds.  

The shorelines of the Columbia River are dominated by well-drained sands and gravels (KCM 1995).    
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4.0 Agricultural Context   

Agriculture plays an integral role in the livelihood and character of Douglas County. For the purposes of 

this Work Plan, agricultural activities are defined as follows by the Shoreline Management Act:  

Agricultural activities means agricultural uses and practices including, but not limited to: 

Producing, breeding, or increasing agricultural products; rotating and changing 

agricultural crops; allowing land used for agricultural activities to lie fallow in which it is 

plowed and tilled but left unseeded; allowing land used for agricultural activities to lie 

dormant as a result of adverse agricultural market conditions; allowing land used for 

agricultural activities to lie dormant because the land is enrolled in a local, state, or 

federal conservation program, or the land is subject to a conservation easement; 

conducting agricultural operations; maintaining, repairing, and replacing agricultural 

equipment; maintaining, repairing, and replacing agricultural facilities, provided that the 

replacement facility is no closer to the shoreline than the original facility; and 

maintaining agricultural lands under production or cultivation (RCW 90.58.065(2)(a)). 

Per the Census of Agriculture, in 2012 Douglas County had a total of 849 farms totaling 814,109 acres 

(NASS 2012).  This number is down 8% from the reported 883,094 acres in farmland in 2007.  However, 

the 2012 figure still represents 68.8% of all lands in Douglas County.  The average size of a farm in 

Douglas County is 958.9 acres.   

Agriculture plays a major role in the economy of Douglas County.  In 2012, the market value of 

agricultural products sold was $199,041,000 (Figure 4-1), which ranks 12th in the state of Washington 

(NASS, 2012). This figure is up 3% from 2007.   

Agriculture in Douglas County can be divided into three main categories, which are dryland agriculture, 

rangeland, and irrigated agriculture.   
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Figure 4-1: A breakdown of market value of products sold in 2012 and 2007 by commodity category 

(NASS 2012) 

4.1 Dryland Agriculture  

The MSGCP describes Dryland agriculture in Douglas County as follows:  

5ǊȅƭŀƴŘ ŎǊƻǇ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǳǇ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜŀΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

Waterville Plateau.  The predominant crop is winter wheat grown in a fallow rotation.  Winter 

wheat is planted in the late summer, germinates and sprouts in the fall, overwinters as a 

dormant small plant, then matures in the spring.  In a fallow rotation, the ground sits idle every 

other year in order to increase moisture and mineral/nutrient content of the soil.                                 

(2015) 

The total acreage in active production (not in fallow rotation) changes from year to year depending on 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ Ǌƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜŎƛǇƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ  aŀƴȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǎǇǊƛƴƎ ǿƘŜŀǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 

rotation, which is seeded in early spring. Wheat production in Douglas County has remained stable over 

ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǇŜǊ ǘƘŜ нлмн bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ όb!{{ύ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ƻŦ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ 

(Figures 4-2 ς 4-4).  The county ranked fifth in the state in wheat production in 2012 (NASS).  Data 

concerning number of bushels received by the Central Washington Grain Growers (CWGG) from 2007-

2016 (Figure 4-5) confirms the level trend, but illustrates the year to year variation in production created 

by fallow rotations and the weather. 
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Figure 4-2: Number of Farms in Wheat Production in 2007 and 2012 in Douglas County (NASS 2012) 

 

Figure 4-3: Acres of wheat harvested in 2007 and 2012 in Douglas County (NASS 2012) 
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Figure 4-4: Amount of wheat harvested in 2007 and 2012 in Douglas County (NASS 2012) 

 

Figure 4-5: Amount of wheat harvest intake in Douglas County by the Central Washington Grain Growers 

(CWGG 2016) 
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The price of wheat has fluctuated from year to year, especially in the last decade.  Recent declines have 

led to a 2016 price for soft white wheat that is only $0.95 more than the price was in 1976 (Figure 4-6).  

This price is low compared to many other agricultural commodities, which puts a strain on many Douglas 

County dryland farmers (see SWOT analysis below).  Figure 4-6 shows a decline in wheat prices in recent 

years.  Since the start date of VSP in 2011, the price of Soft White Wheat has dropped from $6.35 to 

$4.157, equaling a 35% reduction. However, the market price of commodities is not within the scope of 

the VSP work group and will not be actively addressed.  

 

Figure 4-6: The annual average price of Soft White Wheat based on Waterville Price (CWGG 2016) 

Dryland farmers in Douglas County are starting to diversify the crops they grow (Table 4-1).  The 

ecological benefits of crop rotation have been well documented (Karlen et al. 2006, Leibig et al. 2007, 

Green et al. 2005).  This VSP work plan will seek to increase participation in conservation activities that 

decrease soil erosion and promote soil health such as crop rotation and diversification.   
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Table 4-1: A summary of non-wheat dryland crops in Douglas County (NASS 2012) 

 

Table 4-2 shows a general list of agricultural activities that occur in dryland agricultural practices.  This 

list is meant for illustrative purposes only and does not constitute an all-inclusive list of activities 

covered by this VSP work plan.   

 

Activity Category Activity 

Field 
Creation/Management 

Mowing native habitat 

Burning native habitat 

Plowing native habitat 

Mowing CRP lands 

Burning CRP lands 

Plowing CRP lands 

Green boarders and buffers 

Field Preparation 

Mowing stubble 

Burning stubble 

Plowing/disking/harrowing 

Roughing 

Rock pile removal 

Rock picking 

Coil packing 

Weed/Pest control 

Sub-soiling 

Rod-weeding 

Burning 

 Herbicide/Pesticide Application 

Infrastructure Road management 

COMMODITY
FARMS ACRES Quantity

Barley (bushels) 10 3,894 128,643

Canola (pounds) 10 2,814 3,306,400

Corn for grain (bushels) 3 275 42,078

Peas (pounds) 3 459 6,426

Oats for grain (bushels) 2 Not reported Not reported

Sunflower seed (pounds) 1 Not reported Not reported

2012
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Activity Category Activity 

Structures (fences, etc.) 

Wildlife water 

Irrigation systems 

Wildlife reserves 

Crop Management 

Seed treatment 

Conventional seeding 

Direct seeding 

Fertilization-ground 

Fertilization-aerial 

Irrigation 

Harvesting 

Swathing 

Baling 

Hauling 

Storage 

Grazing 

Conservation crops (CRP) 

Mowing/brush beating 

Burning 

Cover Cropping 

Seeding 

Predator control 

Table 4-2: An illustrative list of dryland agricultural activities 

 

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) 

As part of the 1985 Farm Bill, Congress created the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) to address 

concerns over soil erosion and as a cropland retirement mechanism to help a struggling farm economy 

due to the large surplus of crops. CRP is a land conservation program in which farmers receive a yearly 

rental payment in exchange for temporarily removing agricultural land from production and planting 

species that will address soil erosion concerns. ¢ƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎΣ άǘƻ ǊŜ-establish 

valuable land cover to help improve water quality, prevent soil erosion, and reduce loss of wildlife 

Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ό¦{5! нлмсύΦ  To accomplish these goals, the federal government has historically paid an 

established dollar amount per acre to the farmer to keep that ground out of production, but maintained 
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with adequate vegetative cover and noxious weed control.  The typical CRP contract in Douglas County 

is 10 or 15 years.   

CRP lands are federally classified as agricultural lands. The state Shoreline Management Act definitions 

όw/² флΦруΦлсрύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ±{t ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƭȅ ǳǇƻƴΣ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ άŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ 

άŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘέ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ /wt ƭŀƴŘǎ άŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾities to lie dormant 

because the land is enrolled in a local, state, or federal conservation program, or the land is subject to a 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŀǎŜƳŜƴǘΦέ 

A limit exists on the amount of land in the county that can be enrolled in the CRP program.  This cap is 

usually set at 25% of the total eligible acreage registered with the Farm Service Agency, however, 

Douglas County currently has a waiver allowing up to 33% of the total eligible acreage.  As of 2016, 

183,109.47 acres are enrolled in the CRP program for a total in annual rental payments of $9,177,100 

(Rudd, 2017).  This is an 8.6% increase since the 2011 value of 167,364 acres enrolled in CRP (WSDA 

2011).    

The above Figure includes acres enrolled in the U. S. Department of Agriculture State Acres for Wildlife 

Enhancement (SAFE) program.  The SAFE program provides farmers a payment to restore native 

ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ άƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ƘƛƎƘ-priority state wildlife conservation goalǎέ ό¦{5! нлмсύΦ  Lƴ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ 

County, these lands are managed as conservation cover specifically designed for greater sage-grouse and 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (FCCD 2015).   

The total acreage quantities enrolled in CRP and SAFE vary by year and depend on program funding and 

signup opportunities. Federal funding for land retirement programs (like CRP) has been decreasing in 

recent years, while spending on performance-based programs like the Conservation Security Program 

(CSP), and the Environmental Quality Program (EQIP) is increasing. 

Agricultural viability can also be affected by CRP by reducing the amount of land in agricultural 

production and the economic viability of local businesses which support agricultural operations. 

Encouragement in CRP participation will need to be balanced with protection of agricultural viability. 

4.2 Rangeland 

The MSGCP describes Rangeland activities as follows: 

Due to soil types and climate, a portion of the land on the Douglas Plateau is not suitable for 

dryland crop production, but is adequate for rangeland grazing.  Rangeland activity is primarily 

beef cattle production consisting of cow/calf operations.  Calves are born in early spring and 

weaned in October and November.  The largest concentrations of rangeland areas are located at 

the fringes of the Waterville Plateau, immediately adjacent to basalt cliff breaks.                                    

(2015) 
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A number of ranchers lease land to graze from public agencies such as BLM, WDFW, and DNR. While 

land managed by public agencies is not included in VSP, it is an important aspect of agricultural viability 

in Douglas County. 

Data from the 2012 Agricultural census (NASS) indicate some significant shifts in cattle operations in 

Douglas County in the past decade.  While the number of farms reporting to have cattle operations has 

stayed the same, 77 in 2007 and 79 in 2012, the total number of cattle has changed significantly (Figure 

4-7).  As expected, this decrease in total cattle is correlated to a decrease in the total market value of 

the commodity, ranking Douglas County 24th in the state in 2012.  However, the decrease in head of 

cattle by 32.4% compared to the decrease in total market value of 49.9%, indicate a decrease in the 

market value of cattle as a commodity in Washington.  A recent NASS report estimates the number of 

cattle in Douglas County in 2016 to be 7,300 (NASS 2016), indicating minimal change since 2012.  

 

Figure 4-7: NASS data showing trends in amount of cattle and their market value in Douglas County 

(2012) 

Table 4-3 shows a general list of agricultural activities that occur in rangeland agricultural practices.  This 

list is meant for illustrative purposes only and does not constitute an all-inclusive list of activities 

covered by this VSP work plan.   
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Activity Category Activity 

Range Infrastructure  

Road management 

Trail management 

Water development 

Structures (fences, etc.) 

Livestock Management 

Grazing system 

Moving and herding 

Water distribution 

Salt distribution 

Wintering 

Confinement 

Calving 

Feeding 

Vaccinations 

Manure management 

Table 4-3: An illustrative list of rangeland agricultural activities  

4.3 Irrigated Agriculture  

Irrigated Agriculture in Douglas County is limited in extent to areas where sufficient water exists.  The 

WRIA 44/50 Final Assessment prepared by Pacific Groundwater Group (2003) found that water 

withdrawn from the Columbia River account for 90% of all water rights allocations in WRIAs 44 and 50, 

and 64% of that water is used for irrigation. It also found that 90% of inland water allocations are used 

for irrigation, with the inland source being predominately groundwater (ibid).  

άThe predominant agricultural activity along portions of the Columbia River corridor is irrigated tree-

fruit productionΧIrrigated agriculture extends up into Moses Coulee as well, where alfalfa, hay and 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊŀƎŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘέ όa{D/t нлмрύΦ  The Washington State Department of Agriculture 

reports a total of 20,684 acres in irrigation in 2011 (Figure 4-8) (WSDA, 2011). While somewhat limited 

in extent, irrigated lands (mostly orchards) account for a large portion of the economic value of 

commodities sold in Douglas County (Figure 4-1).       
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Figure 4-8: Proportions of irrigated acres by commodity in 2011 (WSDA) 

The availability of irrigation water adjacent to the Columbia River in addition to sandy well-drained soils 

and long, warm growing seasons combine to produce high quality fruit.  In 2012, there were a total of 

326 orchards in Douglas County with a total of 13,930 acres in production (NASS 2012).  Tree fruit 

commodities produced include apples, apricots, cherries, nectarines, peaches, pears, plums, and pluots 

(a hybrid of plums and apricots) (Table 4-4).  Additionally, Douglas county has two vineyards, six farms 

producing blueberries, and a single farm producing each of the following: English walnuts, blackberries, 

red raspberries, and strawberries.  In 2012, Douglas County ranked 7th in the state for value of its tree 

fruit, nuts, and berries sold (NASS).       
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Commodity Farms Acres 

Apples 198 9,546 

Apricots 29 136 

Cherries 240 3,397 

Nectarines 13 41 

Peaches 35 197 

Pears 56 603 

Plums 1 not reported 

Pluots 2 not reported 

Table 4-4: Summary of tree fruit commodities in Douglas County 2012 (NASS 2012) 

 

Table 4-5 shows a general list of agricultural activities that occur in irrigated agricultural practices.  This 

list is meant for illustrative purposes only and does not constitute an all-inclusive list of activities 

covered by this VSP work plan. 

   

Activity Category Covered Activity 

Crop Maintenance 

Planting preparation 

Tree planting 

Summer pruning 

Flail mowing 

Ripping 

Tree removal 

Waste burning 

Waste chipping 

Seeding cover crop 

Irrigation and/or frost control 

Fertilization 

Pollination 

Thinning 
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Activity Category Covered Activity 

Helicopter fruit drying 

Harvesting 

Weed/Pest Control 

Mowing 

Hail cannons 

Herbicide/Pesticide application 

Infrastructure 

Trellis management 

Fence management 

Road management 

Irrigation systems 

Netting 

Wind machines 

Water machines 

Table 4-5: An illustrative list of irrigated agricultural activities   

4.4 Mapping Agricultural Activities 

The mapping of agricultural activities (Figure 4-9) in Douglas County occurred through the procedures 

described in the following paragraphs.  Figure 4-9 is meant for illustrative purposes only and is not 

meant to be used as a tool to determine VSP eligible lands. Determinations on the intersection of critical 

areas and agricultural activities will be made on a case by case basis by FCCD acting as the VSP Technical 

Service Provider.      

Cropland mapping was provided by the Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) and is 

based on the 2011 National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP) data.  The cropland layer includes all 

irrigated and dryland crops, as well as fields in the CRP and SAFE programs.  WSDA can provide an 

updated cropland layer to FCCD every two years as NAIP imagery is only produced in odd years.  

Cropland accounts for 548,184 acres or 46.33% of Douglas County.  

As stated above, the total area of private agricultural lands in Douglas County is 814,109 acres.  

Therefore, rangeland accounts for 265,925 acres (total-cropland above) or 22.48% of the land in the 

county.  However, mapping exactly where this privately-owned rangeland occurs is more difficult.  

Potential rangeland was mapped using 2011 NAIP imagery.  This imagery is a composite of four spectral 

bands, three visible and one infrared.  FCCD staff ran the imagery through a Normalized Difference 

±ŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴŘŜȄ όb5±Lύ ǘƻƻƭ ƛƴ !ǊŎDL{Φ  b5±L ǘǊŀŎƪǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǾŜƭŜƴƎǘƘǎ ƻŦ ƭƛƎƘǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ 

surface.  As plants strongly absorb visible light for photosynthesis, from 0.4 µm to 0.7µm, and strongly 

reflects near-infrared light, from 0.7µm to 1.1µm, NDVI is a useful tool for the remote sensing of 
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vegetation (NASA, 2017).  The result of the NDVI tool is a raster data set with each cell containing a 

value.  FCCD staff sampled from known rangeland areas to create a classification of rangeland NDVI 

values.  This method produces a map of land that could potentially be used for grazing activities.  

Mapping exact locations of grazing for Douglas County would require a census of all landowners in the 

county because there are many privately owned lands that were formerly ranched, but now are 

managed for wildlife.  This would be a time consuming process and is deemed not necessary for VSP 

work plan development.  Potential rangelands also include land managed by public agencies.  While 

grazing leases are active on some of these lands, they are managed per each agencies rules and 

guidelines (see Chapter 2.0) and are not eligible for VSP.  A clearer picture of active grazing will develop 

as ranchers become involved with VSP.   

 

Figure 4-9: Agricultural Lands in Douglas County (WSDA 2011, FCCD) 

4.5 SWOT Analysis  

Over the course of two meetings, the Douglas County VSP work group engaged in a discussion of the 

strengths, weakness, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) of agriculture in the county.  This SWOT analysis 
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was done for two reasons.  The first was to more fully describe baseline agricultural conditions in 

Douglas County.  The second was to better understand what agricultural viability means to Douglas 

County and how this VSP work plan can address it (see Chapter 5.0).  Each item in the SWOT analysis in 

the tables that follow is also ascribed to the commodity grouping that it applies to.   

STRENGTHS 

Item Dryland Rangeland Irrigated 

WSU Extension is a huge asset and its support is valued x x x 

Dams and hydropower are major assets for this region 
because they provide low cost energy  

x x x 

Columbia River dams increase water stored and available to 
use for irrigation during the growing season 

  x 

Columbia River dams provide flood control   x 

Agricultural-Industrial infrastructure, such as fruit storage and 
transportation, is strong which helps to make us competitive 

    x 

Farm-to-market roads are good x x x 

A sage grouse protection plan (MSGCP) is available to protect 
functions and values of this critical area and will provide 
regulatory certainty for participants  

x x x 

The remoteness from population centers tends to reduce 
pressure of converting agricultural land to residential and/or 
commercial 

x x   

A large percentage of land in Douglas County is privately 
owned 

x x x 

The CRP program helps to keep land from being sold, 
converted and developed. 

x     

Douglas County has a long history of small, family-owned 
agriculture operations.  This means that operators have a 
connection with their land and know how to run their 
operations in a sustainable way. 

x x x 

The SGI program provides financial incentives for conservation 
programs and easements for Douglas County operators 

x x   

A Community Wildfire Protection Plan has recently been 
developed  

x x  x 

The Conservation Districts provide strong technical advice and 
look out for the best interests of producers 

x x x 

Table 4-6: Strengths of agriculture in Douglas County 
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WEAKNESSES 

Item Dryland Rangeland Irrigated 

The average age of farmer in Douglas 
County is 60, and there is no influx of 
young farmers  

x x x 

The loss of laborers and the potential of a 
greater loss due to the current political 
agenda  

          x 

The lack of available housing for labors    x 

Telecommunications is spotty throughout 
the county 

x        x x 

Most Agriculture on the plateau is 
dependent upon water from the sky and is 
susceptible to drought and climate change 

x x  

There is not much crop diversity in in 
Douglas County 

x x x 

There is no rail service x x x 

Land is necessary for sage-grouse recovery x x x 

There is no local control over the market 
value of crops 

       x        x        x 

There is a lack of wildfire management 
personnel and infrastructure   

x x x 

Water in the Columbia River is not 
accessible due to existing water rights   

  x 

Table 4-7: Weaknesses of agriculture in Douglas County 
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OPPORTUNITIES 

 

Item Dryland Rangeland Irrigated 

The option to put land into 
conservation programs (like CRP) 
exists if so desired, giving producers 
financial flexibility 

x   

The PUD can develop fiber optics 
and delivery networks just as they 
did for electricity 

x x x 

An aerial spraying company could 
develop here, as the need exists and 
airports are already in place. 

x  x 

Sage grouse conservation efforts 
have led to other opportunities 
including bird watching, hunting, 
and agro-tourism 

x x x 

The potential for greater hunting 
and fishing opportunities on private 
lands exists 

x x x 

Potential to take advantage of close 
major markets, such as Seattle and 
Portland, that are looking for 
environmentally friendly farmed 
products 

x x x 

The Farmed Smart Certification is 
one tool currently used by FCCD to 
help take advantage of the above 
opportunity 

x   

VSP can be used as a way to 
coordinate and streamline 
government interaction with 
producers 

x x x 

Table 4-8: Opportunities for agriculture in Douglas County 
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THREATS 

Item Dryland Rangeland Irrigated 

Possible buy-out of small family 
farms by outside corporations 

  x 

Government is a threat, 
specifically when buying farmland 
for a game reserve 

x x  

Small communities like Mansfield 
are dying, which threatens 
agricultural operators in many 
ways, including making them 
travel further for necessary goods 
and services, and recruiting young 
farmers 

x x  

The burden of government 
regulations upon small operators 
ǿƘƻ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
have the personnel to negotiate 
the regulations.  

x x x 

Agencies pushing toward no-till 
operations can be a threat 
because the practice requires 
very expensive new equipment 

x   

Regulations can dissuade the next 
generation from wanting to be 
ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ 
to put up with the hassle   

x x x 

Regulations can be inconsistent 
between government agencies 

x x x 

The inconsistencies of 
government programs and 
associated funding leads to 
uncertainties and 
misunderstandings 

x x x 

If funding is cut off to CRP, the 
loss of enrolled acres and the 
associated financial loss could be 
harmful 

x   

The lack of control over 
government regulations, 
programs, funding, etc.  i.e. the 
2018 Farm Bill 

x x x 
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Item Dryland Rangeland Irrigated 

Labor shortages could occur if 
borders are walled off or 
immigration policy changed 

  x 

The potential threatened and/or 
endangered listing of sage grouse 
creates uncertainty for future 
operations  

x x x 

Dam removal on the Snake River 
can affect the wheat market here 

X   

Weeds decrease production and 
increase input costs 

x x x 

Herbicide and Pesticide resistance 
will lead to decrease production 
and increased input costs  

x x x 

Decreased soil health can 
decrease production and increase 
input costs 

X x x 

Erosion associated with wind and 
water can lead a deficit of soil 
needed for production 

x x X 

Fire threatens to destroy crops, 
livestock and infrastructure  

x x x 

Table 4-9: Threats to agriculture in Douglas County 
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5.0 AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY 

The VSP statute statesΣ άŀ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ w/² 36.70A.715 must 

develop a work plan to protect critical areas while maintaining the viability of agriculture in the 

ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘέ (RCW 36.70A.720(1)). 

The Douglas County VSP work group has developed critical area protection strategies that maintain the 

viability of agriculture.  However, the group also assessed agricultural viability independent of critical 

area protection to develop a plan to maintain and enhance agricultural viability in Douglas County.   

¢ƻ Ǝŀƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǇŀƴŜƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ Ǉƭŀƴ Ƴǳǎǘ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ άŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘŜƴ 

years after receipt of funding, the work plan, in conjunction with other existing plans and regulations, 

will protect critical areas while maintaining and enhancing the viability of agriculture in the watershed.  

NƻǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜ ƛǎ άŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ  .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

guidance from the Technical Panel, the Douglas County work group has defined agricultural viability in 

the following way: 

Agricultural viability can be defined as the ability of a farmer or group of farmers to productively 

farm on a given piece of land or in a specific area, maintain and enhance an economically viable 

farm business and/or achieve other non-economic goals, keep the land in agriculture long-term, 

and steward the land so it will remain productive. 

5.1 Objectives 

The work group has developed agricultural viability objectives.  These objectives are broad scale goals 

that, if achieved, will maintain and enhance agricultural viability in Douglas County.  The objectives are 

ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ {²h¢ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ όǎŜŜ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ пύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

agricultural viability above.  The seven objectives are listed below:   

1. Maintain or improve a vibrant agricultural economy 

2. Maintain or increase agricultural production 

3. Maintain or enhance land used for agricultural production 

4. Maintain or increase participation in conservation activities  

5. Use all available resources to provide adequate technical assistance and information to producers 

6. Work with local, state and federal agencies to develop processes for regulatory and tax reform  

7. Work with TSPs to ensure adequate agricultural infrastructure is maintained and/or enhanced. 

Agricultural infrastructure includes factors such as roads and storage facilities, and other factors that 

affect agriculture such as marketing and distribution opportunities.  
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5.2 Activities to Promote Agricultural Viability 

The Douglas County work group has identified the following activities to address and achieve the 

objectives to maintain and enhance agricultural viability: 

Activity 1: Seek additional funding to supplement VSP baseline implementation funding providing FCCD, 

and/or other TSPs, greater resources to assist agricultural operators and to implement the VSP work 

plan.    

Activity 2: Work with existing entities to secure additional funding to increase cost share dollars 

available to producers wishing to implement incentive programs and/or purchase equipment necessary 

to implement the incentive programs.   

Activity 3: Seek new incentives from the state legislature that recognize VSP participation. 

Activity 4: Maintain or increase participation in conservation activities that enhance agricultural 

activities.  Promote economical and effective water, soil, pest and nutrient management that maximizes 

production quality. 

Activity 5: Continue to work with and support existing entities to develop new varieties adapted to 

Douglas County.        

Activity 6: Continue to work with and support existing entities to develop new varieties resistant to 

insects and pathogens.   

Activity 7: Work with the Douglas County Weed Management Task Force to assist in the implementation 

of weed management, and weed education and outreach in Douglas County 

Activity 8: Work with existing entities to seek additional funding for weed management in Douglas 

County. 

Activity 9: Use existing entities to work with Douglas County producers to implement Integrated Pest 

Management Strategies. 

Activity 10: Work with all necessary parties to ensure that landowners have the rights and are allowed 

to place agricultural land into conservation easements, land trusts and similar holdings. 

Activity 11: Encourage and promote compatible agricultural practices when land is placed into 

conservation easements, land trusts and similar holdings.   

Activity 12: Use existing entities to maintain the viability of agriculture in the region through the 

promotion of hunting and wildlife management techniques, which coexist with agricultural activities. 

Recognize that hunting, wildlife viewing and farming are part of the rich cultural history of the region, 

which provides immense social and economic value. 
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Activity 13: Work with existing entities to continue to implement and revise the Community Wildfire 

Protection Plan. 

Activity 14: Work with existing entities to assist in acquiring funding for and develop the infrastructure 

and personnel necessary to adequately fight wildland fires.   

Activity 15: Use existing entities to conduct education and outreach activities to agricultural operators 

providing information about available tax incentives, financial assistance programs and other 

information related to agriculture. Potential activities include workshops, PSAs, an online clearinghouse 

for resources and information. 

Activity 16: Continue to utilize existing entities to provide information on federal, state and local laws 

that affect agricultural activities.   

Activity 17: Evaluate ways to streamline the application and permitting process at the local, state and 

federal levels for agricultural activities.  

Activity 18: Promote Comprehensive Plan Policies and zoning regulations that support agricultural 

operators to keep land in farming and diminish its conversion to non-agricultural uses. 

Activity 19: Support County, state and federal regulations that set appropriate densities and site 

planning for rural residential or urban residential uses that abut designated agricultural lands to 

minimize interface, protect necessary agricultural practices, and reduce pressure for agricultural 

conversion to development.  For example, cluster zoning of new development as described by RCW 

36.70A.177(2)(b). 

!ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ нлΥ tǊƻƳƻǘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

maintain and improve the long - term viability of agriculture.  Work with the County Planning 

Department to review relevant codes to determine alternative strategies.   

Activity 21: Work with local and state governments to ensure that capital investments and county and 

state transportation plans and telecommunication systems provide strong support for agricultural 

infrastructure. 

Activity 22: Use existing entities to conduct education and outreach activities, such as workshops, to 

encourage an influx of more people into the agricultural community.  Such activities will include 

successional planning and educational events at local schools on the importance of agriculture.   

Activity 23: Use existing entities to conduct education and outreach activities in regards to the State of 

Washington Right to Farm Act (RCW 7.48.300-320). Activities directed toward agricultural operators will 

address approaches to minimize conflict with neighboring landowners.  Activities directed toward 

landowners and the general public will promote awareness of the Right to Farm Act. 

Activity 24: Use existing entities to assist agricultural operators with Right to Farm Act.   
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Activity 25: Use existing entities to conduct activities to promote VSP participation. Potential activities 

include branding, individual farm signs, and public service announcements.      

Activity 26: Use existing entities to conduct activities to promote the recognition of local agricultural 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ  tƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛƎƴŀƎŜΣ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ   

Activity 27: Use existing entities to promote and incentivize programs, such as the Farm Smart 

Certification.   

Activity 28: Continue to use existing entities to promote awareness of the value of agriculture to the 

local economy and cultural lifestyle of Douglas County.   

Activity 29: Work with existing entities to ask Washington members of the US Congress and the US 

Legislative Committees on Agriculture to keep funding for incentive based programs in future 

agricultural legislation. 

Activity 30: Work with existing entities to ask Washington members of the US Congress and the US 

Legislative Committees on Agriculture to keep funding for the Conservation Reserve Program in future 

agricultural legislation.  

Activity 31: Work with existing entities to ask Washington members of the US Congress and the US 

Legislative Committees on Agriculture to keep language in future farm bills that allows Continuous 

Conservation Reserve Program acres, such as State Acres for Wildlife Enhancement (SAFE), to be 

ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǎŜǊǾŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ŎŀǇ ƻŦ нр҈Φ 

!ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ онΥ ²ƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ±{tΩǎ 

goals. 

Activity 33: Convene an inter-agency committee aimed at coordinating, streamlining and simplifying  

government interactions and contact with Douglas County producers.   

Activity 34: Hold an annual inter-agency meeting in which each agency will describe their anticipated 

incentive based funding opportunities for Douglas County Producers for the coming year(s). This 

information will be passed along to all producers in the county through outreach methods described in 

Section 10.1.  
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Objective Activities That Address 

1. Maintain or improve a vibrant agricultural 
economy 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34 

2. Maintain or increase agricultural production 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 27, 32 

3. Maintain or enhance land used for agricultural 

production 

1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 18, 19, 23, 27, 30, 31, 
32 

4. Maintain or increase participation and 

conservation activities to enhance agricultural 

activities 

1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 25, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34 

5. Provide adequate technical assistance and 

information. 

1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 22, 
24, 26, 27, 28, 32, 33, 34 

6. Work with local, state and federal agencies to 

develop processes for regulatory and tax reform  

1, 3, 17, 18, 19, 20 

7. Assess adequate agricultural infrastructure  1, 2, 14, 21, 22, 32 

Table 5-1: Summary of activities to address agricultural viability 

5.3 Nexus of Agricultural Viability and Critical Area Protection 

Through the development of this agricultural viability chapter, it became clear that there is a clear 

relationship between promoting agricultural viability and protecting critical areas.  All of the critical area 

protection and enhancement strategies outlined in Chapter 7 promote agricultural viability.  

Additionally, there are many activities listed above that accomplish both tasks.  This relationship 

highlights the beauty of the VSP, in that it illustrates that agricultural viability and critical area protection 

and/or enhancement are compatible and not mutually exclusive.  The following is a list of activities to 

promote agricultural viability that also protect and enhance critical areas: 

Objective Activities That Address 

Protect and enhance critical area functions and 

values 

1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 25, 27, 29, 30, 31, 

32 

Table 5-2: Summary of activities that protect and enhance critical areas 
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6.0 Critical Areas 

The VSP aims to protect critical areas where they intersect with agricultural activities, through voluntary, 

incentive-based measures, while at the same time improving the long term viability of agriculture. The 

five critical areas are: (1) fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, (2) wetlands, (3) geologically 

hazardous areas, (4) frequently flooded areas, and (5) areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers 

used for potable water. This chapter identifies the critical areas in Douglas County and their intersection 

with agricultural activities, as well as describes their baseline conditions and key functions. 

6.1 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas  

6.1.1 Identification: 

Douglas County Transportation and Land Services uses broad definitions to identify fish and wildlife 

habitat conservation areas (FWHCAs) in the Critical Area Element of the Countywide Comprehensive 

Plan.  They reference resources to identify FWHCAs as appropriate: 

1. ¢ƘŜ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΩǎ tǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ Iŀōƛǘŀǘ and Species data and maps, 

as amended; 

2. The Washington Department of Natural Resources Heritage data and maps, as amended; and 

3. Other resources as they become available. 

The Douglas County Code, Chapter 19.18 is more specific with respect to identifying FWHCAs: 

A. All fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas shall be identified by Douglas County to reflect 

the relative function, value and uniqueness of the habitat area as established through an 

approved habitat ranking evaluation submitted by the applicant for any development permit in 

accordance with the DCC. Douglas County may use the information sources in DCC 

Section 19.18.040 as guidance in identifying the presence of potential fish and wildlife habitat 

conservation areas and the subsequent need for a habitat boundary survey along with an on-

site inspection, if necessary. 

B. Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas include: 

1. Areas in which endangered, threatened, and sensitive species have a primary 

association; 

2. Habitats and species of local importance; 

3. Naturally occurring ponds under twenty acres and their submerged aquatic beds that 

provide fish or wildlife habitat; 

4. Waters of the state; 

5. Lakes, ponds, streams, and rivers planted with game fish by a governmental or tribal 

entity; or 

6. State natural area preserves and natural resource conservation areas. 
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Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas do not include such artificial features or constructs as 

irrigation delivery systems, irrigation infrastructure, irrigation canals, or drainage ditches that lie within 

the boundaries of and are maintained by a port district or an irrigation district or company. 

Under the Washington Administrative Code 365-190-130 the definition of a Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Conservation Area is given as: 

Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. 

(1) "Fish and wildlife habitat conservation" means land management for maintaining populations of 

species in suitable habitats within their natural geographic distribution so that the habitat 

available is sufficient to support viable populations over the long term and isolated 

subpopulations are not created. This does not mean maintaining all individuals of all species at 

all times, but it does mean not degrading or reducing populations or habitats so that they are no 

longer viable over the long term. Counties and cities should engage in cooperative planning and 

coordination to help assure long term population viability. 

CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƻƴ 

both publicly and privately owned lands. Designating these areas is an important part of land 

use planning for appropriate development densities, urban growth area boundaries, open space 

corridors, and incentive-based land conservation and stewardship programs. 

The Douglas County Department of Transportation and Land Services uses information developed by 
WDFW known as Priority Habitat and Species (PHS) to help clarify and define the county code 
referenced above. PHS contains: 

Information about the known location of Priority Habitaǘǎ ŀƴŘ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜΧ 
[and] is a source of best available science that can inform local planning activities, development 
projects, conservation strategies, incentive programs, and numerous other land use applications 
(WDFW, 2017).  

Douglas County planners in the Transportation and Land Services department use the following PHS GIS 
layers to define FWHCAs1:  

Wildlife Living in Talus Cliffs -  Talus Slopes, Cliff/Bluffs 

Wildlife Living in Shrub Steppe Areas ς Pygmy Rabbit, Burrowing Owl, Sage Grouse 

Water Birds Nesting Areas ς Cavity ς nesting ducks, Waterfowl Concentrations, Wood Duck, 
Great Blue Heron, Common Loon 

Eagle Nesting Areas ς Bald Eagle 

Heritage Points with a 1000-foot buffer 

6.1.2 Intersection with Agricultural Activities:  

Initial analysis of data sources from Douglas County and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

indicated that over 773,000 acres are covered by the identification criteria.  If this coverage is overlaid 

                                                                 
1 Curtis Lillquist, Principal Planner, Douglas County Transportation and Land Services  
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with designated cropland it results in nearly 49% (374,400 acres) of intersection.  Work group members 

are concerned that the breadth and vagueness of county critical area designations may prevent effective 

implementation of this work plan. Further, if the VSP should fail at some point, a return to a more 

regulatory approach would be required. In that case such broad designations would not comport with 

GMA goals for protection of property rights or constitutional due process case law requiring the county 

to demonstrate nexus and proportionality between regulatory burdens imposed and the cause and 

magnitude of an alleged harm. 

Additionally, under the FWHCA definition in WAC 365-190-130, in order for land covered by any of the 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ C²I/!Σ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ άŦƻǊ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛng populations 

ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀŎǊŜŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ 

cropland intersect with the identifying criteria, those lands are not continually managed for wildlife 

species but for production agriculture.  

¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƳƳŜǊŎŜ DǊƻǿǘƘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ !Ŏǘ IŀƴŘōƻƻƪ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά!ƭƭ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

areas must be protected, but not all critical areas must be protected in the same manner or to the same 

ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦέ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿΦŎƻƳƳŜǊŎŜΦǿŀΦƎƻǾκǿǇ-content/uploads/2016/08/gms-ca-handbook-critareas-

нллтΦǇŘŦΦ  ¢ƘŜ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ±{t ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ άŦƻŎǳǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜ 

voluntary incentive programs to encourage good riparian and ecosystem stewardship as an alternative 

ǘƻ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎέΦ  LŦ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΦ 

Assertions that every or nearly every acre in the county is a critical area are counter-productive. To that 

end, the work group respectfully requests Douglas county to provide more clarity as GMA updates are 

required in the future. 

While there is a FWHCA designation across much of the county, the mapping is based upon wildlife data 

that requires generalized mapping to protect exact sensitive locations, such as sage-grouse mating 

locations known as leksΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘǊǳƭȅ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭέΦ To help this work group focus and 

maximize mutual benefits from VSP efforts, technical assistance work under this work plan will be 

adaptively phased and focused on the highest priority critical area and agricultural viability issues 

identified in each watershed. The work group would like to reiterate even if a parcel of cropland 

intersects with the broad reaching FWHCA designation, there is nothing in VSP that precludes the 

farming of that ground (RCW 36.70A.702(2)).  

Until county critical area designations are updated and clarified, this work plan directs technical 

assistance to focus first efforts, consistent with department of commerce minimum guidelines under 

Chapter 365-190 WAC, on county designated critical areas of high biodiversity or high priority habitats 

that have a clear overlap or intersection with agricultural activities under county jurisdiction, and that, 

as of the July 22, 2011 baseline, serve a critical role (not the whole county, and not lands that serve a 

secondary or non-critical role) in sustaining needed habitats and species for the functional integrity of 

the ecosystem, and which, if altered, may reduce the likelihood that the species will persist over the 

ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳέ ό²!/ оср-190-лолύΦ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ 

times, but it does mean not degrading or reducing populations or habitats so that they are no longer 

viŀōƭŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳέ ό²!/ оср-190-130). Other factors to be considered include the degree of 

sensitivity to disturbance; rarity; connection to adjacent or nearby habitats; and connection to intact 

ecosystems or functions in a network of critical areas (WAC 365-190-090). 
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There are many sources of information available to the Douglas County VSP work group to focus 

implementation efforts in FWHCAs where they intersect with agricultural activities. WDFW, USFWS, 

NRCS, SGI, and FCCD have access to the exact locations of sensitive wildlife data referenced above that 

are truly important to manage, and can use this information to inform technical assistance and VSP 

implementation. The Arid Lands Initiative (SAH Ecologica and Arid Lands Initiative Team 2014) and the 

Washington Connected Landscapes Project (Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Group 2010, 

2012, 2013), both of which represent a partnership of public, private, and tribal interests, use a focal 

species approach to identifying habitat concentration areas, habitat linkages, and key pinch points and 

barriers to habitat connectivity in Douglas County. The Sage Grouse Initiative (see Section 7.7) provides 

updates to their sage grouse άǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƛmplementation areasέ at minimum, with every farm bill (about 

every four years). The resulting product is used to guide prioritization and implementation of 

conservation practices contracted under the SGI program, and is available for use by the VSP work group 

as well. USFWS and WDFW can provide technical assistance to help focus implementation in priority 

locations. Finally, the MSGCP implementation and monitoring committee (including personnel from 

USFWS, NRCS, SGI, WDFW, FCCD, BLM, and TNC) provides direction and focus for implementing the 

MSGCP, which is included as part of VSP implementation (see Section 7.2), but is information that can 

also be used by the VSP work group to set priorities. As discussed in Section 10.4, the VSP work group 

will set annual VSP implementation priorities. 

6.1.3 Baseline Conditions: 

Habitat in Douglas County is composed of a variety of different types including: shrub-steppe, grassland, 

cliffs and talus, forest, riparian, wetland, streams, and lakes. The natural vegetation assemblages of 

Douglas County, as with everywhere, varies in response to temperature, available moisture, soil 

characteristics, elevation, landforms, and geology, creating diverse fish and wildlife habitats.  The 

Multiple Species General Conservation Plan (MSGCP) (2015), developed for Douglas County by FCCD, 

places habitat types into the following groups, which are described in subsequent paragraphs.   

1. Shrub-steppe 

2. Conifer Forest 

3. Riparian 

4. Wetlands 

5. Cliffs and Talus 

6. Water: Lakes and Streams 

7. Conservation Reserve Program Lands (CRP/SAFE) 

8. Agricultural Lands  

 

Shrub-steppe 

The MSGCP describes shrub-steppe in the following way:  

 Shrub-steppe plant communities are the most widespread natural vegetative cover in Douglas 

County and are found largely on the upland areas, dry ravines, and slopes that lead to larger 

stream or river channels. Shrub-steppe plant communities in Douglas County were historically 

co-dominated by shrubs and perennial bunchgrasses with a microbiotic crust of lichens and 

mosses on the surface of the soil. Woody perennial shrub species include three-tip sagebrush 

(Artemisia tripartita), big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), stiff sagebrush (Artemisia rigida), 
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bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), green rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus), and rubber 

rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa).  Perennial bunchgrass grasses species include bluebunch 

wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicata), Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis), and Sandberg 

bluegrass (Poa secunda).                                                                                                                                                                   

(MSGCP 2015) 

A large diversity of perennial and annual forbs are present in healthy sagebrush steppe habitats in 

Douglas County.  Important forbs in Douglas County include, but are not limited to, daisies (Erigeron 

ssp.), Phlox ssp., beardtongues (Penstemon spp.), desert dandelions (Agoseris, Microseris and 

Nothocalais ssp.), larkspurs (Delphinium spp.), tiny trumpet (Collomia linearis), hawksbeards (Crepis 

ssp.), balsamroots (Balsamorhiza ssp.), biscuitroots (Lomatium ssp.), buckwheats (Eriogonum spp.), wild 

onions (Allium ssp.), Mariposa lilies (Calochortus ssp.), paintbrushes (Castilleja ssp.), and lupines (Lupinus 

ssp.).   

The MSGCP continues: 

Biological soil crust is an integral component of shrub-steppe.  Biological soil crusts, also known 

ŀǎ άŎǊȅǇǘƻōƛƻǘƛŎ ŎǊǳǎǘΣέ άƳƛŎǊƻōƛƻǘƛŎ ŎǊǳǎǘǎΣέ ƻǊ άŎȅŀƴƻōƛƻǘƛŎ ŎǊǳǎǘǎΣέ ŀǊŜ ŦǊŀƎƛƭŜ ƳƛŎǊƻŦƭƻǊŀƭ 

communities composed of blue-green algae, bacteria, fungi, mosses, and lichens.  These crust 

communities play an important role in stabilizing soils from wind and water erosion, 

contributing to soil productivity, influencing nutrient levels, retaining moisture, altering soil 

temperature, and aiding seedling establishment (Paige and Ritter 1999).                                  

(MSGCP 2015) 

Shrub-steppe habitat in Douglas County has been historically degraded and continues to be threatened 

by interacting factors.  It is difficult to find large stands of existing shrub-steppe that are still in relatively 

natural condition (USFWS 2012).  More information on threats to shrub steppe habitat can be found in 

Section 6.6 later in this chapter.    

Forest 

The MSGCP describes forests in Douglas County in the following way: 

Forested areas are limited to about 8,000 acres within the semi-arid climate of Douglas County, 

and are found mostly on the north slope of Badger Mountain and in Corbaley Canyon.  Forest 

habitat consists of stands of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and ponderosa pine (Pinus 

ponderosa).  These tree species are also widely scattered across Douglas County locations with 

moist soil, such as North facing slopes.                                                                                                  

(MSGCP 2015) 

Riparian 

While somewhat limited in distribution by the arid climate, riparian habitats in Douglas County are 

highly diverse and important for both terrestrial and aquatic wildlife species. The MSGCP describes 

riparian habitats in the following way: 

Riparian habitats occur along natural drainage corridors, the Columbia River, and other stream 

courses where soil and moisture conditions support the growth of trees and shrubs.  Native 
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riparian vegetation is characterized by a mosaic of shrubby thickets with patches of deciduous 

trees and grass/forb-dominated plant communities.  A diversity of shrub and deciduous tree 

species occurred historically and still occur in some places.  These include snowberry 

(Symphoricarpus albus), wild rose (Rosa spp.), black hawthorn (Crataegus douglasii), common 

chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), bittercherry (Prunus emarginata), mock orange (Philadelpus 

lewisii), red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), water birch (Betula occidentalis), willow (Salix spp.), 

black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), and quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides).             

(MSGCP 2015)   

The riparian herbaceous layer includes, Rocky Mountain iris (Iris missouriensis), goldenrod (Solidago 

ssp.), and a wide variety of grasses (family Poaceae), rushes (Juncus ssp.) and sedges (Carex ssp.).  The 

presence of woody and herbaceous vegetation assists in moderating stream temperatures, 

sedimentation loads, streamflow, and large woody debris recruitment and transport (Knutson and Neaf 

1997). 

Small, intermittent streams and draws generally do not have the correct hydrology to naturally support 

riparian vegetation. Instead, these drainages and draws may consist of upland and transitional plant 

species, including big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), and basin wildrye (Leymus cinereus).   

Wetlands ς see Section 6.2 below 

Cliffs and Talus 

The MSGCP describes cliffs and talus slopes in the following way: 

Due to the geological history of the region, which includes numerous basalt lava flows, 

glaciation, and extensive ice-age flood events, there is much exposed basalt throughout the 

County.  Extensive areas of cliffs and talus slopes are located in Moses Coulee, along the 

Columbia River, and along the eastern border of the county.  More localized areas of cliffs and 

talus slopes are scattered throughout Douglas County. 

Despite the relatively small area classified as cliffs and talus slopes, this land type provides 

important habitat for a number of wildlife species, primarily due to the presence of caves and 

crevices.  Caves and crevices in Douglas County provide roosting areas for the majority of 

species of bats found in Washington; fourteen of the fifteen species known to occur in 

Washington have been documented in Moses Coulee (Hays, et al. 2013).                               

(MSGCP 2015) 

Water: Lakes and Streams 

The MSGCP describes water in Douglas County in the following way: 

The ColuƳōƛŀ wƛǾŜǊ ǿƛƴŘǎ ƛǘǎ ǿŀȅ мрс ƳƛƭŜǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴΣ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ 

perimeter, draining two major watershedsτFoster Creek Water Resource Inventory Area 50 

(WRIA 50) and Moses Coulee Inventory Area (WRIA 44) (Pacific Groundwater Group 2003).  

Major natural lakes in Douglas County include Jamison Lake (332 acres), Atkins Lake (149 surface 

area in acres, dry since 1999), and Grimes Lake (124 acres).  Several smaller lakes (less than 100 

ŀŎǊŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ άǇƻǘƘƻƭŜǎέ ŀǊŜ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ the area.  The lakes are sustained by 
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groundwater and water levels can be indirectly related to water quantity in the streams.  Man-

made reservoirs are limited to the large impoundments within the Columbia River including 

Rock Island, Entiat, Pateros, and Rufus Woods Lakes, which, respectively, are the impoundments 

created by Rock Island Dam, Rocky Reach Dam, Wells Dam, and Chief Joseph Dam.                     

(MSGCP 2015) 

There are eight creeks of significant size in Douglas County: Foster Creek, Corbaley/Pine Canyon Creek, 

Sand Canyon Creek, Rock Island Creek, Coyote Creek, McCartney Creek, Rattlesnake Creek, and Douglas 

Creek/Moses Coulee.  In addition, there are numerous smaller creeks and lakes within the WRIAs.  A 

detailed inventory and analysis of the water resources in Douglas County can be found in the Douglas 

County Regional Shoreline Master Program Appendices A -F, and can be found online here: 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/shorelines/smp/pdf/east_wenatchee_appendixah.pdf   

Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act established a process to identify and clean up polluted 

waters. Every two years, all states are required to perform a water quality assessment of the surface 

waters in the state. The Washington Department of Ecology (DOE) is the state agency responsible for 

compiling data and identifying polluted waters. The 303d list identifies waters whose beneficial uses, 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ŘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎΣ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǉǳŀǘƛŎ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ǳǎŜΣ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ 

water quality standaǊŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ά/ŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ рέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀƛǊŜŘέ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ р 

listings identified in Douglas County are listed in Tables 6-1 (non-Columbia River) and 6-2 (Columbia 

wƛǾŜǊύΦ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ 5h9Ωǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ Ŧƻǳnd at 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/links/standards.html 

 

Figure 6-1: Streams and Lakes in and around Douglas County (MSGCP 2015, p.40) 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/links/standards.html
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Listing ID Category Medium Parameter Waterbody Name 
73027 5 Water Temperature DOUGLAS CREEK 

70537 5 Water pH DUTCH HENRY DRAW 

73070 5 Water Temperature FOSTER CREEK 

45925 5 Water Bacteria FOSTER CREEK 

73068 5 Water Temperature FOSTER CREEK 

47298 5 Water Dissolved Oxygen FOSTER CREEK 

50609 5 Water pH FOSTER CREEK 

50608 5 Water pH FOSTER CREEK 

73069 5 Water Temperature FOSTER CREEK 

73067 5 Water Temperature FOSTER CREEK 

50611 5 Water pH FOSTER CREEK 

50610 5 Water pH FOSTER CREEK 

76800 5 Water Chloride GRIMES LAKE 

70713 5 Water Total Phosphorus HAMMONDS LAKE 

51197 5 Water pH MATTHIESEN CREEK 

50631 5 Water pH MCCARTENEY CREEK 

73028 5 Water Temperature MCCARTENEY CREEK 

72379 5 Water Bacteria MCCARTENEY CREEK 

50653 5 Water pH PINE CANYON CREEK 

70720 5 Water Total Phosphorus PUTTERS LAKE 

73023 5 Water Temperature ROCK ISLAND CREEK 

45769 5 Water Bacteria ROCK ISLAND CREEK 

51202 5 Water pH 
UPPER McCARTENEY 
CREEK 

47934 5 Water Dissolved Oxygen 
UPPER McCARTENEY 
CREEK 

73648 5 Water Temperature 
UPPER McCARTENEY 
CREEK 

Table 6-1: Non-Columbia River Category 5 listings in Douglas County 
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Listing ID Category Medium Parameter Waterbody Name 

11253 5 Water Temperature 
COLUMBIA RIVER (RUFUS WOODS 
LAKE) 

42784 5 Water Dissolved Oxygen 
COLUMBIA RIVER (RUFUS WOODS 
LAKE) 

66749 5 Water Temperature 
COLUMBIA RIVER (RUFUS WOODS 
LAKE) 

6310 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE PATEROS) 

8429 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE PATEROS) 

11287 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

51659 5 Tissue 4,4'-DDD COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

51720 5 Tissue 4,4'-DDE COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

52656 5 Tissue Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

40950 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

72004 5 Water pH COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

40949 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER (LAKE ENTIAT) 

51719 5 Tissue 4,4'-DDE COLUMBIA RIVER 

52655 5 Tissue Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) COLUMBIA RIVER 

72002 5 Water pH COLUMBIA RIVER 

73025 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER 

77627 5 Water Dissolved Oxygen COLUMBIA RIVER 

40948 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER 

51658 5 Tissue 4,4'-DDD COLUMBIA RIVER 

51718 5 Tissue 4,4'-DDE COLUMBIA RIVER 

52654 5 Tissue Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) COLUMBIA RIVER 

40947 5 Water Temperature COLUMBIA RIVER 

Table 6-2: Category 5 listings in the Columbia River surrounding Douglas County 

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and Safe Acres for Wildlife (SAFE) 

As part of the 1985 Farm Bill, Congress created the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) to address 

concerns over soil erosion and as a cropland retirement mechanism to help a struggling farm economy 

due to the large surplus of crops.  CRP is a land conservation program in which farmers receive a yearly 

rental payment in exchange for temporarily removing agricultural land from production and planting 

species that will address soil erosion concerns. ¢ƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎΣ άǘƻ ǊŜ-establish 

valuable land cover to help improve water quality, prevent soil erosion, and reduce loss of wildlife 

Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ό¦{5! нлмсύΦ  To accomplish these goals, the federal government has historically paid an 

established dollar amount per acre to the farmer to keep that ground out of production, but maintained 

with adequate vegetative cover and noxious weed control.  The typical CRP contract in Douglas County 

is 10 or 15 years.  

A limit exists on the amount of land in the county that can be enrolled in the CRP program.  This cap is 

usually set at 25% of the total eligible acreage registered with the Farm Service Agency, however, 

Douglas County currently has a waiver allowing up to 33% of the total eligible acreage.  As of 2016, 

183,109.47 acres are enrolled in the CRP program for a total in annual rental payments of $9,177,100 
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(Rudd, 2017).  This is an 8.6% increase since the 2011 value of 167,364 acres enrolled in CRP (WSDA 

2011, 2016). However, 15,534 acres of CRP contracts are expiring in 2018 (Rudd, 2017).  

The above figures include acres enrolled in the U. S.  Department of Agriculture State Acres for Wildlife 

Enhancement (SAFE) program.  The SAFE program provides farmers a payment to restore native 

vŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ άƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ƘƛƎƘ-ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ Ǝƻŀƭǎέ ό¦{5! нлмсύΦ  Lƴ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ 

County, these lands are managed as conservation cover specifically designed for greater sage-grouse and 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (FCCD 2015).   

The MSGCP states the following regarding CRP: 

The first cultivated fields enrolled in CRP in Douglas County in the 1980s were seeded primarily 

with crested wheatgrass and other introduced grasses.  Native grasses and forbs were seldom 

used.  In some cases, non-native grasses were used because there were shortages of seed from 

native species and they were less expensive.  Native grasses and forbs were more commonly 

used for CRP during the late 1990s [and are used today].                                                                  

(MSGCP 2015)  

The quality of CRP stands and the associated habitat values are highly variable across the county, and in 

fact, from field to field. There are CRP fields that have mature shrubs, good bunchgrass cover, and forb 

composition, with minimal invasive species. However, there are also CRP fields that are primarily non-

native/and or invasive species and not only provide minimal habitat values, but likely increase the risk of 

wildfire spread. CRP contracts limit activities that can occur on CRP lands, and in some instances, this 

can lead to the creation of a thick layer of dried litter that is highly flammable. A required practice on all 

CRP contracts, known as mid-contract management, can further decrease habitat values.  Mid-contract 

management often requires producers to mow, disk, or harrow CRP fields to control weeds, regardless 

of current conditions of the stand.  At times, these activities have increased invasive cover, and 

decreased shrub and bunchgrass cover.   

CRP lands are federally classified as agricultural lands. The state Shoreline Management Act definitions 

όw/² флΦруΦлсрύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ±{t ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƭȅ ǳǇƻƴΣ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ άŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ 

άŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘέ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ /wt ƭŀƴŘǎ άŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜd for agricultural activities to lie dormant 

because the land is enrolled in a local, state, or federal conservation program, or the land is subject to a 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŀǎŜƳŜƴǘΦέ 

The total acreage quantities enrolled in CRP and SAFE vary by year and depend on program funding, 

enrollment criteria, and signup opportunitiesΣ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ. Federal funding 

for land retirement programs (like CRP) has been decreasing in recent years, while spending on 

performance-based programs like the Conservation Security Program (CSP), and the Environmental Quality 

Program (EQIP) is increasing. Further, it ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ оо҈ ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǇ ǿŀƛǾŜǊ may 

ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǊŜƴŜǿŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΦ Accordingly, CRP lands 

with temporary habitat improvements are included in VSP as enhancements to FWCHA because the 

level of CRP-based enhancement varies based upon many outside factors beyond the scope and intent 

of VSP (see Section 1.3). It is not the intent of VSP to hold local agricultural operators accountable for 

actions beyond their control. For the 2011 baseline condition, CRP and SAFE lands were accounted for 
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as agricultural land with temporary habitat enhancement benefits, and not as a critical area that would 

need to be protected or offset by other stewardship strategies and practices to meet protection 

benchmarks. However, it is the goal of Douglas County VSP implementation to enroll expired CRP/SAFE 

acres into conservation activities that protect and/or enhance the functions and values of critical areas 

consistent with the goals and benchmarks of this work plan (see Adaptive Management Section 9.5). 

CRP will thus be accounted for in the enhancement benchmark as a reported value for each year CRP 

acreage is enrolled, on an aggregated watershed and county basis.  

Agricultural Lands 

Currently, privately owned agricultural land comprises 814,109 acres of total land in the County (MSGCP 

2015). Of this, 265,925 acres is rangeland and falls under the shrub-steppe habitat type described 

above. Cropland accounts for 548,184 acres in the county, and wildlife regularly use crop fields for 

ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŀ ŎǊƻǇ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ 

and these activities and their role in this work plan are detailed in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. More 

information about agricultural lands and activities in Douglas County can be found in Chapter 4.   

Land Cover Types 

The nine main habitat types described in previous paragraphs have been further classified into 23 

distinct land cover types in the MSGCP (2015). The MSGCP describes the process as follows: 

FCCD utilized Landsat 7 multi-spectral scenes of the plan area in an effort to better stratify the 

land cover typing.  Two scenes (April and July 2005) were processed using Leica Image 

processing software to identify distinct spectral signatures between the land cover types.  These 

signatures were grouped into a simplified classification scheme.  NRCS Potential Natural 

Communities (PNCs) for the Plan Area were identified and associated with the refined groups to 

finalize the classifications.  The NRCS PNCs combine dominant plant community information 

along with soil type, slope, and aspect.  This step was essential to differentiate between 

different species of sagebrush in the plan area.                                                                                  

(MSGCP 2015) 
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Type Designation Description 

1 

Urban 

 

 

Human construction and non-agricultural influence.  

While small pockets of vegetation do appear in the 

analysis (lawns, parks, landscaping) these pockets were 

dissolved into the larger land cover type. 

2 

Irrigated Forage Crops 

 

 

Irrigated agricultural production, but not typically 

permanent crops such as tree fruits.  This land cover 

type is dominated by the production of alfalfa and grass 

hay, corn, potatoes, and legumes.  While this is 

classified as an irrigated land type, the CPs 

recommended for this specific land cover type differ 

from the Irrigated Orchard land cover type. 

3 
Irrigated Orchards 

 

Permanent irrigated crops such as tree fruits (apples, 

pears, cherries, and stone fruits), grape vines, and 

berries.  These crops were differentiated from other 

irrigated forage crops due to their more-unique CP 

requirements. 

4 
Dryland Agriculture 

 

Dryland crop production.  In the Plan Area, wheat 

production on a two-year wheat/fallow rotation 

dominates the land cover type.  Smaller amounts of 

canola, rapeseed, and dryland legumes are raised.  In 

some areas, yearly cropping rotations have been used.  

These crops share similar CPs. 

5 
Riparian, Large Trees and Shrubs 

 

Riparian plant communities and trees associated with 

these areas.  This land cover type is typically found 

along surface water streams and is strip-like in nature.  

Riparian areas are also found in draws with 

intermittent surface water. 

6 

Three-Tip Sagebrush, Moderate 

Cover 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with three-tip sage 

(Artemisia tripartita) as the primary shrub component.  

Moderate cover describes a range of sagebrush cover 

between ten and 40 percent. 

7 
Three-Tip Sagebrush, Dense Cover 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with three-tip sage 

(Artemisia tripartita) as the primary shrub component.  

Dense cover describes a range of sagebrush cover 

greater than 40 percent. 

8 
Three-Tip Sagebrush, Light Cover 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with three-tip sage 

(Artemisia tripartita) as the primary shrub component.  

Light cover describes a range of sagebrush cover less 

than ten percent.   
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Type Designation Description 

9 

Grasslands, Bare/Three-Tip 

Sagebrush 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with less than one 

percent shrub cover.  In the Plan Area, grasslands are 

typically bunch grass plant communities with 

considerable bare ground between them.  This land 

cover type includes a range of shrub-less grasslands 

and their barren interstitial areas found within 

potential three-tip sage areas. 

10 

Big Sagebrush, Moderate Cover 

 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with big sage 

(Artemisia tridentata) as the primary shrub component.  

Moderate cover describes a range of sagebrush cover 

between ten and 40 percent. 

11 
Big Sagebrush, Dense Cover 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with big sage 

(Artemisia tridentata) as the primary shrub component.  

Dense cover describes a range of sagebrush cover 

greater than 40 percent. 

12 
Stiff Sagebrush, Grasslands 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with stiff sage 

(Artemisia rigida) as the primary shrub component.  

This land cover type covers a range of sagebrush cover 

less than ten percent. 

13 
Grasslands, Bare/Stiff Sagebrush 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with less than one 

percent shrub cover.  In the Plan Area, grasslands are 

typically bunch grass plant communities with 

considerable bare ground between them.  This land 

cover type includes a range of shrub-less grasslands 

and their barren interstitial areas found within 

potential stiff sage areas. 

14 

Bitterbrush, Moderate Cover 

 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with bitterbrush 

(Purshia tridentata) as the primary shrub component.  

Moderate cover describes a range of bitterbrush cover 

between ten and 40 percent. 

15 

Bitterbrush, Dense Cover 

 

 

Shrub-steppe plant communities with bitterbrush 

(Purshia tridentata) as the primary shrub component.  

Dense cover describes a range of sagebrush cover 

greater than 40 percent. 

16 

Non Shrub-steppe,  

Moderate Brush Cover 

 

Non-shrub-steppe plant communities with brush as the 

primary shrub component.  Moderate cover describes a 

range of brush cover between ten and 40 percent. 
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Type Designation Description 

17 

Non Shrub-steppe,  

Dense Brush Cover 

 

 

Non-shrub-steppe plant communities with brush as the 

primary shrub component.  Dense cover describes a 

range of brush cover greater than 40 percent. 

18 

Non Shrub-steppe,  

Light Brush Cover 

 

 

Non-shrub-steppe plant communities with brush as the 

primary shrub component.  Light cover describes a 

range of brush cover less than ten percent. 

19 

Non Shrub-steppe,  

Grasslands/Bare Ground 

 

Non-shrub-steppe plant communities but with less than 

one percent shrub cover.  In the Plan Area, grasslands 

are typically bunch-grass plant communities with 

considerable bare ground between them.  This land 

cover type covers a range of shrub-less grasslands and 

their barren interstitial areas found within potential 

non-shrub-steppe areas. 

20 
Grasslands, Burned 2005 

 

Recently burned areas (within 12 months of imaging).  

They may have originally been classified as a shrub-

steppe, non-shrub-steppe, riparian, or coniferous 

forest, but have been converted due to wildfires.  The 

typical progression of plant community restoration and 

re-growth begins with bunch grass plant communities. 

21 
Conifer Forest 

 

Scattered stands of Douglas fir and ponderosa pine.  

Some isolated trees or small stands of trees are present 

within other land-cover types but were not classified as 

conifer forest if their stand size was below one quarter 

of an acre. 

22 
Rock and Rubble, Talus 

 
Few or no plant communities and exposed basalt beds. 

23 
Water 

 

Visible surface water along with established identifiable 

surface water lakes that may diminish or disappear at 

times due to varying precipitation conditions. 

Table 6-3: Land Cover Types Identified by the Multiple Species General Conservation Plan (2015, pp. 44-

46) 
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Figure 6-2: Land Cover Types in Plan Area (MSGCP 2015, p. 43) 

 

Species of Concern 

Several species of management and conservation concern exist within Douglas County. While the intent 

of VSP does not include managing for specific wildlife species, this work plan is designed to protect and 

enhance habitat, which will in turn, benefit species of conservation concern.  

There are four terrestrial species which are covered by the Douglas County Multiple Species General 

Conservation Plan.  These species are, the Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis) 

(Federal endangered species), the Washington ground squirrel (Urocitellus washingtonii) (State 

candidate species), the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) (State threatened species), and 
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the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus) (State threatened species). 

There is an aquatic species of concern that has a limited distribution in Douglas County. The Chinook 

Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) (Upper Columbia River Spring-run Chinook Salmon Ecologically 

Significant Unit) has breeding habitat in the lower mile of Foster Creek. A brief description of these 

species and their habitat in Douglas County is given in Appendix I.    

6.1.4 Summary of Key Functions 

FWHCAs provide the required resources needed for fish and wildlife to complete their life cycle, 

including nesting, spawning, rearing, foraging, thermoregulation, predator avoidance, mating and 

migration. FWHCAs help improve water quality through erosion control and filtration provided by 

riparian areas and wetlands, improve hydrology through natural infiltration and water holding capacity 

of soils, improve soil health through the reduction of erosion and natural nutrient cycling, and provide a 

variety of habitats to the various fish and wildlife species of Douglas County.   

    

6.2 Wetlands 

6.2.1 Identification 

The Douglas County Code Identifies Wetlands as follows:  

All wetlands shall be identified and delineated in Douglas County to reflect the relative function, 

value and uniqueness of the wetland using the Washington State Wetlands Identification and 

Delineation Manual in conjunction with the Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating 

Jurisdictional Wetlands. DDC 19.18B.020 

Presently, the State of Washington has defaulted to using the Federal definition and procedure for 

delineating wetlands. In their Wetlands Delineations Manual, the US Army Corps of Engineers (1987) 

defines wetlands as:  

Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 

duration sufficient to support, and that under circumstances do support, a prevalence of 

vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally include 

swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.   

Lƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǊǇǎΩ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴǳŀƭΣ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ 

indicators.  These indicators are vegetation adapted to wet soils, presence of wetland hydrology, and 

presence of hydric soils.  The manual provides a procedure detailing the identification and delineation of 

wetlands. 
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Figure 6-3: Wetlands in Douglas County as mapped by Moskal et al. 2013.   

 

6.2.2 Intersection with Agricultural Activities:  

Of the 20,312 acres of wetlands in Douglas County, 3,365.09 acres intersect cropland.  This accounts for 

16.5% of wetlands and 0.6% of cropland in Douglas County.  However, the true intersection of wetlands 

and agricultural activities may be higher as some wetlands occur on lands mapped as potential 

rangeland and may have grazing occurring on them.   

Agricultural activities and implemented conservation activities can affect the wetting or drying of 

ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǘƻǇƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ±{t όŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎύ ƛǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ 5h9Ωǎ 

publication, Focus on Irrigation-Influenced Wetlands. The publication states: 

 άLƴ ƛǊǊƛƎŀǘŜŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŎŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ŀ ƭŜŀƪƛƴƎ 

irrigation ditch) or as a result of a region-wide rise in groundwater resulting from regional 

irrigation projects. These types of wetlands are regulated by state wetland law and cannot 

be filled or drained without appropriate mitigation. However, if the irrigation practices are 

changed (such as moving irrigation away from a particular field for a year or two, or water 

conservation practices are implemented), and the wetland dries up and no longer performs 
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ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƴƻ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦέ                                                                                           

(DOE, 2010) 

This means that irrigation efficiencies that dry a wetland up will not count against Douglas /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 

wetland acreage for VSP tracking and reporting. For more information, see Section 9.3. 

 

Figure 6-4: Nexus of wetlands and cropland in Douglas County. Data source WSDA (2011) and Moskal et 

al. (2013) 

6.2.3 Baseline Conditions: 

Wetlands are recognized as critical areas in the Growth Management Act in part because of the vast 

ecosystem services they provide to both the environment and society.  The Washington State 

Department of Ecology (2016) lists the following benefits of wetlands: water purification, flood 

protection, shoreline stabilization, groundwater recharge, streamflow maintenance, habitat for fish and 

wildlife, and economic.   

Wetlands in Douglas County are somewhat limited in distribution.  In 2013, FCCD commissioned the 

University of Washington and Principal Investigator Dr. Moskal to conduct an assessment of wetlands in 
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Douglas County.  One of the stated goals of this project was to identify and classify wetlands throughout 

the county (Moskal et al. 2013). This goal was accomplished using a combination of field data, aerial 

photos and Landsat satellite imagery through a process known as object-based image analysis (OBIA).  

OBIA increases the accuracy of wetland mapping over traditional methods such as the National 

²ŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ LƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ όb²Lύ όƛōƛŘύΦ  aƻǎƪŀƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ h.L! 

process is on file at the FCCD office.   

The Moskal et al. 2013 study mapped a total of 20,312 acres of wetlands in Douglas County based on the 

¦{ !ǊƳȅ /ƻǊǇǎ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎΩ ƳŀƴǳŀƭΣ Ǉƭǳǎ млфр ŀŎǊŜǎ ƻŦ ƻǇŜƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇƻƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƪŜǎ όFigure 6-3).  Based 

on the above numbers, wetlands account for 1.7% of the land area in Douglas County.  The vast majority 

of these wetlands are located in the North and East portions of the county.  Moskal et al. then 

characterized each wetland into different types based on the Cowardin Classification system (Cowardin 

et al. 1979).  A summary of the different wetland types is presented in Table 6-4.  Figure 6-5 shows a 

breakdown of the percentages of wetland types in Douglas County.  As is shown in the figure, the vast 

majority of wetlands are variations of the Palustrine Emergent type.  In Douglas County, vegetation in 

these types of wetlands typically consists of species of cattails (Typha ssp.), bulrushes (Scirpus ssp.), 

rushes (Juncus ssp.), sedges (Carex ssp.), and hydrophytic grasses (Poaceae family).  Migratory birds are 

frequently seen using these wetlands during their trips North and South each year.          
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 Table 6-4: Description of Cowardin Classification
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Figure 6-5: Wetland Types in Douglas County
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The final component of the Moskal et al. study was a long-term temporal change analysis for wetlands in 

Douglas County.  The authors summarized their findings as follows:  

The results of the spatiotemporal analysis indicate that overall there has been a substantial 

reduction in overall surface water for wetlands throughout Douglas County.  This trend is 

apparent when examining the surface water levels from 1984 ς 2011 for all wetlands.  [Figure 6-6 

below] shows the frequency of wetlands greater than 75% full.  The number of wetlands below 

75% capacity has dramatically decreased from 318 in 1984 to 66 in 1994 to 49 in 2004 and finally 

59 in 2011. (ibid) 

The authors speculate that climate change iǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅΣ άƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ 

/ƻǳƴǘȅέ όƛōƛŘύΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ƘȅŘǊƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ 

the county including farming practices, land conversion, and road construction.  The authors indicate 

ǘƘŀǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǊƻƭŜΦ  

In Douglas County, one potential explanation for the decrease in wetlands over the past 30+ years is the 

advent of the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).  Over this time period vast quantities of cropland 

have been planted into conservation.  The hydrology of a traditionally cultivated dryland field and an 

established CRP field are vastly different.  CRP fields will act similar to to natural shrub-steppe 

hydraulically, and have a greater water holding and storage capacity than a traditionally cultivated field.  

Figure 6-7 shows historic (1984) and baseline (2011) satellite images of a location in East-Central 

Douglas County. Anecdotally, producers have noted decreases in ponding areas, likely mapped as 

seasonal wetlands, when switching from conventional till to no-till operations.  
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Figure 6-6: Number of wetlands with 75% or greater surface area inundation 1984-2011  

Source: Moskal et al. 2013 

[Cite your source here.] 
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Figure 6-7: Satellite image comparison of East-Central Douglas County historic (1984) and baseline 

(2011).  Both photos are taken in December. Source: Google Earth 
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The trend in wetland decrease over the last 30+ years is confirmed by Halabisky et al. (2017).   The 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ά{ƛƴŎŜ мфупΣ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DƭŀŎƛŀǘŜŘ wŜƎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ tƭŀǘŜŀǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƘƻǿƴ 

ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƳŜŀƴ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ 

in the Columbia Plateau region under future climate change scenarios using wetland specific regression 

models.  The results show that effects to wetlands are largely driven by the hydrology of the wetlands:  

In general, groundwater driven wetlands in the Glaciated Region are expected to show increases 

in annual maximum surface water area, to dry less frequently, and if they do dry out they will 

dry later in the season...On the other hand, surface water driven wetlands are expected to 

either show no change or to get drier.                                                                                                  

(Halabisky et al. 2017)    

Additionally, the authors note that groundwater driven wetlands are likely to be more sensitive to 

changes in precipitation, and surface water driven wetlands are more sensitive to changes in 

temperature (ibid).   

The above independent research and anecdotal evidence suggest that the baseline for wetlands in 

Douglas County is that they are changing.  A portion of this change may be linked to agriculture, but 

much of the change is outside of the control of local agriculture.  While it is possible to take a snapshot 

of wetlands on July 22, 2011, evaluating wetlands in the context of longer timescales and external 

factors is at least equally important.  The benchmarks and indicators set forth in chapter 8 attempt to 

reconcile the requirements of the VSP statue and the above facts.  

Any identified degradations to baseline critical area functions and values, or declining resource trends in 

indicators of such functions, that are not caused by agricultural activities will not be counted against the 

Douglas County agricultural community for VSP critical area protection reporting purposes.   

6.2.4 Summary of Key Functions 

Wetlands provide important terrestrial and aquatic wildlife habitat; improve water quality through 

filtration and reducing erosion through back stabilization; improve hydrology by storing water acting to 

support base flows and reduce flooding potential; and sequester and store carbon. 

6.3 Geologically Hazardous Areas  

6.3.1 Identification 

Geologically Hazardous Areas (GHA) include areas susceptible to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other 

geological events. The primary purpose of GHA designation is to identify areas that pose a threat to the 

health and safety of citizens, fish, and wildlife, when incompatible commercial, residential, or industrial 

development is sited in areas of significant hazard (http://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-

communities/growth-management/growth-management-topics/critical-areas/).  

The Douglas County Code identifies GHA in the following manner: 

Any land containing soils, geology or slopes that meet any of the following criteria shall be 

classified as having a known or suspected risk of being geologically hazardous areas: 

1. Areas identified by the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 

    /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ άǎŜǾŜǊŜέ Ǌƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊ-rill erosion hazard; 
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2. Areas potentially subject to landslides based on a combination of geologic, topographic, and 

hydrologic factors. They include any areas susceptible because of any combination of 

bedrock, soil, slope (gradient), slope aspect, structure, hydrology, or other factors. Examples 

of these may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Areas of historic failures, such as:  

i. Those areas delineated by the United States Department of Agriculture 

bŀǘǳǊŀƭ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ άǎŜǾŜǊŜέ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 

building site development; 

ii. Those areas mapped as class U (unstable), UOS (unstable old slides), and URS 

(unstable recent slides) in the Department of Ecology coastal zone atlas; or  

iii. Areas designated as quaternary slumps, earthflows, mudflows, lahars, or 

landslides on maps published as the United States Geological Survey or 

Department of Natural Resources division of geology and earth resources. 

b. Areas with all three of the following characteristics: 

i. Slopes steeper than fifteen percent; 

ii. Hillsides intersecting geologic contacts with a relatively permeable sediment 

overlying a relatively impermeable sediment or bedrock; and 

iii. Springs or ground water seepage; 

c. Areas that have shown movement during the Holocene epoch or which are underlain 

or covered by mass wastage debris of that epoch; 

d. Slopes that are parallel or sub-parallel to planes of weakness (such as bedding planes, 

joint systems, and fault planes) in subsurface materials; 

e. Slopes having gradients steeper than eighty percent subject to rock fall during seismic 

shaking; 

f. Areas potentially unstable as a result of rapid stream incision, stream bank erosion, 

and undercutting by wave action; 

g. Areas that show evidence of, or are at risk from snow avalanches; 

h. Areas located in a canyon or on an active alluvial fan, presently or potentially subject 

to inundation by debris flows or catastrophic flooding; and 

i. Any area with a slope of forty-five percent or steeper and with a vertical relief of ten 

or more feet except areas composed of consolidated rock. A slope is delineated by 

    establishing its toe and top and measured by averaging the inclination over at least 

ten feet of vertical relief. 

3. Areas subject to severe risk of damage as a result of earthquake induced ground shaking, 

slope failure, settlement, soil liquefaction, or surface faulting. One indicator of potential for 

future earthquake damage is a record of earthquake damage in the past. Ground shaking is 

the primary cause of earthquake damage in Washington. The strength of ground shaking is 

primarily affected by: 

a. The magnitude of an earthquake; 

b. The distance from the source of an earthquake; 

c. The type of thickness of geologic materials at the surface; and 

d. The type of subsurface geologic structure. 

4. Other geological events: 
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a. Volcanic hazard areas shall include areas subject to pyroclastic flows, lava flows, 

debris avalanche, inundation by debris flows, mudflows, or related flooding resulting 

from volcanic activity. 

b. Mine hazard areas are those areas underlain by, adjacent to, or affected by mine 

workings such as adits, gangways, tunnels, drifts, or airshafts. Factors that should be 

considered include: Proximity to development, depth from ground surface to the mine 

working, and geologic material. 

DDC 19.18D.0
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Based on polygons obtained from the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and Douglas County Transportation and Land 

Services (Figure 6-8), there is 498,629 acres of GHA in Douglas County.   

 
Figure 6-8: GHA in Douglas County. Source: DNR (2017) and Douglas County Transportation and Land Services 
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6.3.2 Intersection with Agricultural Activities:  

99,571 acres of the 498,629 acres of GHA in Douglas County intersect cropland.  This accounts for 

19.96% of GHA and 18.7% of cropland in Douglas County.  However, the true intersection of GHA and 

agricultural activities may be higher as some GHA occurs on lands mapped as potential rangeland and 

may have grazing occurring.  This discrepancy is likely lower than with other critical areas as grazing 

normally ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƻƴ ǎǘŜŜǇΣ ǊƻŎƪȅ ǎƭƻǇŜǎΦ   

 
Figure 6-9: Nexus of GHA and cropland in Douglas County. Source: DNR (2017), WSDA (2011) and 

Douglas County Transportation and Land Services. 

 

6.3.3 Baseline Conditions: 

The unique geomorphic and geologic history of Douglas County (noted in Chapter 3.0) have played a 

large role in shaping current Geologically Hazardous Areas. Specifically, a long history of volcanism, 

glaciation, and glacial floods have left Douglas County with many steep slopes, rock/talus fields, and fine 

easily eroded glacial soil. 

GHA data was provided by Douglas County Transportation and Land Services and is based upon a 2006 

soils GIS layer from NRCS. Chuck Jones, of Alliance Consulting Group (July 2007), then developed 
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polygons for geologic hazards based on criteria set forth in the Douglas County Code (above). The table 

below summarizes those polygons by hazard type.  

Parameter Acres 

Rock Cliff/Talus 192,321 

Frequently Flooded-Riverwash 132.43 

Multiple limitations2 302,036.05 

Slopes Greater Than 15% and Hardpan/Bedrock, 
may have other issues also 

132,071.69 

Slopes Greater Than 40%  41,237.44 

Steep Slope and Rock/Talus 3,776.48 

 Table 6-5: Summary of GHA polygons based on individual shapefiles provided by Douglas County TLS 

The Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) also houses GIS information on GHAs. Relevant 

information for Douglas County includes landslide areas, earthquakes, and active mine permits. 

Metadata attached to the landslide hazard shapefile provided by DNR gives the following description:  

The Department of Natural Resources, Geology and Earth Resources Division (DGER), 

also known as the Washington Geological Survey, actively identify, assess, and map 

landslide hazards using modern geotechnical and geophysical  methods. Our hazard maps 

are critical for land -use and emergency -management planning, disaster response, and 

building -code amendments. As our population grows, there is increasing pressure to 

develop in hazardous areas, thus delineating these areas is imp erative. In response to 

the Growth Management Act's mandate to use the 'best available science', our geologists 

meet with local governments and citizens in at - risk communities to educate about 

geologic hazards and ensure these hazards are taken into accoun t while planning for 

growth -management and disasterséAccording to Washington State legisl ative mandate 

RCW 43.92. "éthe geological survey must conduct and maintain an assessment of 

seismic, landslide, and tsunami hazards in Washington. This assessment must  include the 

identification and mapping of volcanic, seismic, landslide, and tsunami hazards, an 

estimation of potential consequences, and the likelihood of occurrence. The maintenance 

of this assessment must include technical assistance to state and local  government 

agencies on the proper interpretation and application of t he results of this assessment. 

DGER has designed and is implementing a GIS -based, statewide landslide database.  

(DGER, undated) 

DNR data identify a total of 408 earthquakes from August 1971- 2011, and a total of 58 from 2012-2015. 

The majority of these earthquakes are centered just North and West of Waterville, with the rest being 

mostly scattered around the county. There is another concentration of epicenters in the eastern part of 

the county between Mansfield and Banks Lake.  

There are a total of 22 active mine permits in Douglas County. Of these, 6 mines are listed as having a 

ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘȅ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ άǊƻŎƪ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƻƴŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ мс ŀǎ άǎŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀǾŜƭέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŀ 

total of 948.5 acres and are dispersed across the county. The mines are primarily operated by city, 

                                                                 
2 ϦaǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘ 
DCC GHA definition, per Douglas County Transpertation and Land Services (personal communications, 2/21/18) 
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county and state governments/agencies, but 8 are privately operated. No active permits intersect 

agricultural activities based on current available mapping. A description of mines is included here as part 

of documenting baseline conditions of the critical area. The table below summarizes active mine 

permits.  

 

Table 6-6: A summary of active mine permits in Douglas County (DNR) 

6.3.4 Summary of Key Functions 

GHAs, specifically cliff and talus slopes, can provide unique habitat for certain wildlife species. 

GHAs impact water quality and soil health through their susceptibility to erosion and landslides. 

Some GHAs occur in riverwash/frequently flooded areas, which provide important hydrological 

storage and control functions as well as riparian habitat necessary to many wildlife species in 

Douglas County.   

 

6.4 Frequently Flooded Areas  

6.4.1 Identification 

The Douglas County Code identifies Frequently Flooded Areas (FFAs) in the following manner:  

The areas of flood hazard identified by the Federal Insurance Administration in a scientific and 

ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ά¢ƘŜ CƭƻƻŘ LƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ !ǊŜŀǎέ ŘŀǘŜŘ 

July 17, 1978, and as revised on May 17, 1982, and any subsequent revisions thereto, with 

accompanying flood insurance rate maps, and any subsequent revisions thereto, is adopted by 

reference and declared to be a part of this chapter. The flood insurance study is on file at the 

offices of the Douglas County department of transportation and land services. Flood hazard 

areas also include those areas not designated in the flood insurance study but that have a 

historical pattern of flooding and mudslides. The best available information for flood hazard 

APPLICANT MINE NAME LATITUDE LONGITUDE PERMIT ACRES COMMODITY

DOT - DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION QS-DO-45 47.62480164 -120.0273285 7 Sand and Gravel

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS PS-DO-106 47.53864221 -120.275481 32.9 Sand and Gravel

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS COYOTE 47.50335662 -119.7222327 26 Sand and Gravel

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS ZACHER 47.39686437 -120.1445388 28.4 Rock and Stone

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS Brandt Quarry 47.6135788 -119.8948669 27.6 Sand and Gravel

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS ROCK ISLAND 47.38234589 -120.1845402 30 Sand and Gravel

PIPKIN CONSTRUCTION FARRINGTON 47.54133988 -120.273468 43 Sand and Gravel

DOT - DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION PS-DO-1 47.60079889 -119.6669713 21.9 Sand and Gravel

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS CLARK PERRY QUARRY 47.99888821 -119.2031314 5 Rock and Stone

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS ST ANDREWS DO-182 47.7280596 -119.4468298 28.5 Sand and Gravel

APPLE VALLEY CONCRETE LLC SLUSSER QUARRY DO-97 47.70132558 -119.9560036 5.5 Rock and Stone

CITY OF ROCK ISLAND ROCK ISLAND POND 47.37208176 -120.1346436 50 Sand and Gravel

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS HOLCOMB QUARRY 47.82959763 -119.8053891 20 Rock and Stone

CITY OF WENATCHEE CITY OF WENATCHEE 47.44004059 -120.2788696 37.2 Sand and Gravel

CPM DEVELOPMENT CORP PALISADES 47.29597092 -120.0535126 150 Sand and Gravel

MITCHCO INC MITCHELL PIT 47.62838745 -120.2170792 23.6 Sand and Gravel

CPM DEVELOPMENT CORP ORONDO PIT 47.61974861 -120.2150518 320 Sand and Gravel

PIPKIN CONSTRUCTION PIPKIN S&G 47.49296951 -120.2955933 24 Sand and Gravel

PRAZER CONSTRUCTION LLC VULCAN PIT 47.23989487 -120.0599594 15 Sand and Gravel

TOMMER CONSTRUCTION CO INC WESTERN SUNSET BSP 47.40929339 -120.2085895 28 Rock and Stone

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS SPRAUER QUARRY 47.73335057 -119.9305092 11 Rock and Stone

DOUGLAS COUNTY TLS PIT 3 SW 47.56204145 -120.1727861 13.85 Sand and Gravel
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area identification as outlined in DCC Section 15.48.040(D)(2) shall be the basis for regulation 

until a new FIRM is issued which incorporates the data utilized under that section. 

DDC 15.48.030 

Figure 6-10 illustrates the extent of FFAs in Douglas County. 

  

Figure 6-10: Frequently Flooded Areas in Douglas County. (Source: Douglas County Transportation and 

Land Services) 

6.4.2 Intersection with Agricultural Activities  

Of the 4,869 acres of FFA in Douglas County, 1,003.2 acres intersect cropland (Figure 6-11).  This 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ нлΦс҈ ƻŦ CC!ǎ ŀƴŘ лΦму҈ ƻŦ ŎǊƻǇƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ CC!ǎΩ ǘǊǳŜ 

intersection with agricultural activities may be higher as a portion of FFAs occur on lands mapped as 

potential rangeland and may have grazing occurring.  The vast majority of the intersection occurs in the 

Palisades region along Douglas Creek where it flows out of the Moses Coulee.  A small amount of 

intersection occurs in and around East Wenatchee where drainages known as Canyon A, Canyon B, and 

Sand Canyon flow through wheat fields on the flanks of the Badger Mountain area and into town where 

orchards are present.   

http://www.codepublishing.com/WA/DouglasCounty/html/DouglasCounty15/DouglasCounty1548.html#15.48.040
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Figure 6-11: The Nexus of FFAs and Agricultural Activities (data source: WSDA 2011, Douglas County 

Transportation and Land Services) 

6.4.3 Baseline Conditions 

Floods in Douglas County result mostly from extreme events of short duration which are known as flash 

floods.  Two distinct climatological patterns can cause flash floods in this area: summer thunderstorms 

and rain-on-snow events (KCM, Inc. 1995).   

Flash floods resulting from thunderstorms occur most often in June and August when very high rainfall 

occurs over relatively small areas.  Major thunderstorms in the region typically have peak rainfall 

intensities of 0.5 inches in 15 minutes, 1.25 inches in 1 hour, and 2.0 inches in 90 minutes. This type of 

flooding primarily occurs in small drainage basins, such as Canyons A and B and Sand Canyon above East 

Wenatchee.  In 1995 it was predicted that a major flood causing significant damage can be expected to 

occur on average, once every ten years (KCM, Inc. 1995). However, potential changes to precipitation 

patterns and quantities within Douglas County are predicted with climate change. For a discussion on 

climate change in Douglas County see Section 3.2.1.   

Rain-on-snow events typically occur in late winter or early spring, but can occur in the fall as well.  They 

are normally associated with frozen ground, which limits infiltration into the soil and therefore causes a 



 

85 

 

greater than expected runoff intensity for a given amount of precipitation or snowmelt.  This type of 

flooding more commonly affects larger drainage basins such as the Moses Coulee. Rain-on-snow events 

can be compounded when warm Chinook winds blow over the area and increase the speed of melting 

(KCM, Inc. 1995).  This occurred during the March 1989 flood event (see below) in which a relatively 

minor amount of precipitation fell.   

Floods in Moses Coulee frequently cause damage to cropland in the Palisades Irrigation District along 

Rattlesnake Creek and downstream from its confluence with Douglas Creek.  Practically all flood damage 

in Moses Coulee is caused by waters of Douglas Creek, but occasionally a relatively high flow is 

experienced from Rattlesnake Creek (KCM, Inc. 1995). The bottom of Moses Coulee is relatively flat 

compared to either creek upstream, and floodwaters therefore, spread over the farmland and Coulee 

bottom to depths of 1 to 3 feet.  During severe flood events, sand and silt deposits can exceed 2 feet in 

depth over much of the Palisades Irrigation District (KCM, Inc. 1995).  Flooding events have caused 

frequent road damage in Moses Coulee.     

Flooding can also result from large amounts of rainfall over long periods, such as during a frontal storm, 

or from snowmelt alone when warm periods abruptly follow a cold and snowy period.  These types of 

flooding events are relatively uncommon in Douglas County (KCM, Inc. 1995). 

Information in this section is credited to the Douglas County Comprehensive Flood Hazard Management 

Plan (KCM, Inc. 1995).  A detailed history of individual flooding events in Douglas County can also be 

found in the plan.    
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6.4.4 Summary of Key Functions 

FFAs can provide important public safety benefits through flood water storage and conveyance. 

Additional important hydrological functions including controlling the timing and magnitude of flows and 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜŎƘŀǊƎŜΦ CC!Ωǎ also support the riparian habitat essential to 

many wildlife species in Douglas County.    

6.5 Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas 

6.5.1 Identification 

The Douglas County Code identifies Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARAs) in the following manner: 

άAll aquifer recharge areas shall be classified by Douglas County as any area located within the ten-year 

ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ȊƻƴŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǿŜƭƭƘŜŀŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦέ 5// мфΦму9Φлнл 

The Washington State Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water identifies all ten-year wellhead 

protection zones (Figure 6-12). This area totals 28,185 acres.  

 
Figure 6-12: Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas in Douglas County as mapped by the Washington State 

Department of Health 
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6.5.2 Intersection with Agricultural Activities: 

7,538 acres of ten-year wellhead protection zones have a nexus with mapped cropland. This accounts 

for 26.75% of CARA and 1.4% of all cropland in the county. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ /!w!ǎΩ ǘǊǳŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

agricultural activities may be higher as a portion of CARAs occur on lands mapped as potential rangeland 

and may have grazing occurring.   

 

Figure 6-13: Nexus of CARA and Cropland in Douglas County 

6.5.3 Baseline Conditions 

{ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƎŜƻƭƻƎȅ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀ /!w!Ωǎ ǎǳǎŎŜǇtibility to contamination. The key 

determining factor is the size of the grains of the surface deposits. Deposits composed primarily of silt 

and clay, which are fine grained, slow the movement of water through the ground, whereas course 

gained deposits composed of sand and gravel allow water to pass through more readily (Washington 

Department of Ecology, 2016). The primary locations of concern in Douglas County based on grain size 

occur near the Columbia River where glacial outwash, flood, and alluvial deposits are found. These 

excessively drained soils can be clearly seen in Figure 6-14.  

There are two primary sources of groundwater quality information available to Douglas County. These 

are the Washington Department of Health (WDOH) well monitoring data for public water supply and 
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The Nitrate Prioritization Project, an online story map developed and maintained by the Washington 

Department of Ecology (WDOE). The Nitrate Prioritization Project can be found online at: 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1610011.pdf  

 

Figure 6-14: Soil Drainage classes in Douglas County (data: NRCS soil survey) 

The Nitrate Project gathered public well monitoring data for Nitrate levels from the WDOH, WDOE and 

the United States Geological Survey dating back to 1970 and compiled the results. The results point to 

multiple areas of concern for Douglas County. Several test results showed multiple samples of nitrate 

levels >= 5 mg/L as N, indicating the location tends to allow high nitrates in the groundwater, and/or 

there are contamination issues. Additionally, there are results of nitrate levels >=10 mg/L as N, which is 

the maximum contaminant level.  

The Nitrate Project then developed Nitrate Priority Areas for groundwater based on nitrate levels, 

geology, soils, irrigation, land use, USGS risk maps and topography. Douglas County has multiple areas 

that are identified as priority areas (see Figure 6-15 below).  

 

 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1610011.pdf
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Figure 6-15: High nitrate sample 

locations in Douglas County 1970-

2013 and Nitrate Priority Areas 

(WDOE, 2016) 
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The WDOH provided public water supply monitoring data to FCCD for the period of 2011 - March 2017. 

These data included results for parameters that could be contributed by agriculture, such as herbicides, 

insecticides, pesticides, and nitrates. During this time nitrate appeared in test results 661 times. Of 

these, 149 results were above the trigger level of >=5 and <10 mg/L as N, and 43 results were higher 

than the maximum contaminate level of 10 mg/L as N. For the same date range there was only one 

other test result for all other parameters above a trigger level. Picloram was detected slightly above the 

trigger level, but still 500 times lower than the maximum contaminate level.  

Data collection on long-term trends in groundwater elevations was collected as part of the Watershed 

Management Plan implementation effort. Data was collected from 2003-2013 from exempt wells 

located in areas identified during the Phase 1 Well Water Use Study as having potential for future 

groundwater level declines. In 2010 the Pacific Groundwater Group published a report of the findings. 

The results were summarized as follows:  

Groundwater elevations in Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 44/50 fluctuated seasonally 

between a high spring elevation and low late summer to fall elevation in most monitored wells. 

Seasonal fluctuations ranged from an apparent 20 feet to less than foot. In general, shallow 

wells within the alluvial aquifer or basalt wells completed in recharge areas (Badger Mountain) 

displayed the largest seasonal fluctuations, while deeper wells within the basalt aquifer and 

away from recharge areas displayed little seasonal fluctuation. Groundwater within the basalt 

aquifer is influenced by a more regional source; and therefore, groundwater elevations are less 

responsive to local recharge events. Precipitation was significantly greater than the previous 

two years but still below average. Groundwater declines previously attributed to low 

precipitation continued this year, suggesting an alternate cause. (PgG, 2010) 

Monitoring of these wells is currently not funded. However, the Douglas County VSP work group has 

determined that this data is useful and important, and would like monitoring to continue as part of the 

VSP effort. More information on how the work plan seeks to fund this monitoring effort can be found in 

Sections 8.5 and 9.3. The Pacific groundwater Group report containing hydrographs for individual wells 

can be found online at https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/publications/1203315.pdf.  

6.5.4 Summary of Key Functions 

CARAs provide important recharge of groundwater supply. This groundwater is used as public drinking 

water and as irrigation water, both essential to the way of life in Douglas County. Further, groundwater 

is important for maintaining stream base flows necessary for adequate aquatic wildlife habitat.    

6.6 Threats to Critical Areas 

¢ƘǊŜŀǘǎ ǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƛƴ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘlined below. Degradation 

to baseline natural resource conditions resulting from the below threats may occur due to non-

agricultural effects beyond the control of agricultural producers or other changes outside of the scope of 

the VSP. Changes to baseline conditions may also occur due to effects originating outside county 

jurisdiction over unincorporated lands. Any identified degradations to baseline critical area functions 

and values, or declining resource trends in indicators of such functions, that are not caused by 

agricultural activities will not be counted against the Douglas County agricultural community for VSP 

critical area protection reporting purposes.   

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/publications/1203315.pdf
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 This VSP work plan addresses each threat in chapter 7, Protection and Enhancement Strategies.   

6.6.1 Fire 

The MSGCP describes the risk of fire as follows: 

Since Euro-American settlement in the shrub-steppe areas of Eastern Washington in the second 

half of the 19th Century, the fire regime across much of this habitat has been drastically altered.  

The historic fire return interval in Douglas County shrub-steppe was about 35-200 years, 

characterized by mosaic of both small, low and mixed severity fires that burned the understory, 

and higher severity fires that removed fire-intolerant shrub overstory (CWPP 2013).  These 

infrequent fires helped maintain both shrub and grassland communities (USFWS 2012). 

The current fire return interval is often much shorter.  The primary cause of the altered fire return 

interval is the introduction of cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and other invasive plant species.  

Native shrub-steppe plant communities are characterized by discontinuous bunchgrass, which 

limit the ability of fire to spread.  Cheatgrass and other invasive species form a continuous 

vegetative layer that, when dry, provides fuel for large fires that can burn thousands of acres at 

much more frequent intervals and a higher intensity.  Cheatgrass also dries earlier, providing a 

longer fire season.  This is significant in the sense that early season fires can cause high mortality 

of actively growing bunchgrass (USFWS 2012).  Each time a fire burns, cheatgrass will outcompete 

native species in reestablishment, creating a higher percentage of cheatgrass composition and a 

positive feedback loop where fires become more frequent, intense, and wide spreading.    

High intensity, frequent fires have severe ecological impacts on shrub-steppe habitats.  

Sagebrush and other shrubs do not tolerate a short-term fire regime, which can result in the loss 

of the shrub component over extensive areas after repeated fires.  In addition, shrubs can burn with 

such intensity that they permanently destroy the understory plants.  Recovery of sagebrush and 

other shrubs in a shrub-steppe community can take decades.  This results in the loss of habitat 

on an essentially permanent basis for many wildlife species (USFWS 2012; Wambolt, et al. 2001; 

USGS 2013a).                                                                                                                                                  

(MSGCP 2015) 

The Community Wildfire Protection Plan (2013) provides extensive information on wildfire history and 

risk in Douglas County and can be found here: 

http://file.dnr.wa.gov/publications/rp_burn_cwpp_douglascounty.pdf. More information on how the 

CWPP will be incorporated into this VSP plan can be found in Chapter 7.   

6.6.2 Invasive Plant Species 

Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and the closely related Japanese brome (Bromus japonicas) are almost 

ubiquitous in Douglas County.  In addition to its effects on fire regimes mentioned above, the two 

bromes will outcompete native plants for resources.  Tall tumble mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum) is a 

common post-fire recruit.  It is often found with cheatgrass and likewise, will out compete native plants 

potentially leading to an altered ecological state.  Several knapweeds, including diffuse knapweed 

(Centaurea diffusa) are dispersing across Douglas County.  Knapweed species are aggressive and 

threatened to reduce and exclude desired native plant species (Whitson et al. 2001).  Dalmatian toadflax 

(Linaria dalmatica) has also become increasingly widespread.  It has a deep and extensive root system 

http://file.dnr.wa.gov/publications/rp_burn_cwpp_douglascounty.pdf
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which makes it very difficult to control (ibid). Other invasive species frequently found in upland shrub-

steppe habitat include, bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium), Mullein 

(Verbascum thapsis), kochia (Kochia scoparia), sweet clover (Melilotus officianlis), rush skeletonweed 

(Chondrilla juncea) and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus).   

Several weeds are found in riparian and wetland areas as well.  Reed canary grass (Phalaris 

arundinacea), common reed grass (Phragmites australis), and quackgrass (Elymus repens) are invasive 

grass species that have replaced native riparian plant species and often form dense monocultures along 

the banks of perennial streams and in wetland complexes.  Russian knapweed (Centaurea repens) and 

Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) are both highly aggressive weeds with extensive creeping root systems, 

making them especially difficult to control.  Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), Siberian Elm (Ulmus 

pumila), and black locust (Robinia psuedoacacia), all introduced tree species, can be found in riparian 

habitats in Douglas County.  These species were originally planted by settlers and natural resource 

managers for shade trees and wildlife cover.  

Almost 87% of Douglas County is held in private land, with many small inholdings of state Fish and 

Wildlife, and state Department of Natural Resources land, as well as small inholdings and larger tracts of 

Bureau of Land Management lands. The checkerboard pattern of land ownership across the county 

makes weed management on the landscape scale especially difficult. Agencies and private landowners 

alike lack the funding and resources to control weeds on all of their holdings. At times, this has created 

tensions between neighbors with different operating priorities implementing (or not) different weed 

management strategies. To further compound the issue, Douglas County is the only county in 

²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀŎƪǎ ŀ bƻȄƛƻǳǎ ²ŜŜŘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ .ƻŀǊŘ ǘƻ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƴƻȄƛƻǳǎ ǿŜŜŘ ƭŀǿǎΦ 

6.6.3 Habitat Fragmentation 

In Douglas County deep soil shrub-steppe habitat has largely been converted to agriculture, leaving 

shrub-steppe intact on shallow lithosols soil.  This has created a fragmented shrub-steppe habitat. The 

effects of habitat loss and fragmentation are summarized in an excerpt from Status of Washington's 

Shrub-steppe Ecosystem (Dobler et al.  1996): 

ά!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƎƴƛǘǳŘŜ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴϥǎ ǎƘǊǳō-steppe is impressive, 

its effect on wildlife may be magnified by a pattern of land alteration that has resulted in 

extreme fragmentation of the remaining habitat.  Species tend to evolve in concert with their 

surroundings, and for shrub-steppe wildlife this would mean species adapted to expansive 

landscapes of steppe and shrub-steppe communities.  When landscapes are fragmented by 

conversion to land-use types different from what occurred naturally, wildlife that depends on the 

remnant native habitat may be subjected to adverse population pressures, including: isolation of 

breeding populations; competition from similar species associated with other, now adjacent, 

habitats; increased nest predation by generalist predators; and increased nest loss through 

parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds.  It is not known to what extent these population 

pressures affect birds in fragmented shrub-steppe environments, although a recent study from 

Idaho (Knick and Rotenberry 1995) suggests that landscape characteristics influence site-

selection by some shrub-steppe birds (Wiens et al. 1985; 1987).  Most research on fragmentation 

effects on birds has occurred in the forests and grasslands of eastern and central North America, 

where conversion to agriculture and suburban/urban development has created a landscape quite 
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different from that which existed previously.  The potential for fragmentation to adversely affect 

shrub-steppe wildlife in Washington warrants fǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦέ 

6.6.4 Soil Erosion 

Wind and water erosion are both issues in Douglas County.  In cropland, erosion results from frequent 

tillage on steep slopes and during fallow periods when there is a lack of vegetation to hold soil in place.  

In shrub-steppe, erosion results from the combined effects of altered fire regimes and invasive weeds.  

Overgrazing impacts vegetation structure and leads to erosion in shrub-steppe and riparian areas.  

Highly erodible soils found in Geologically Hazardous Areas are especially susceptible to erosion. Eroded 

sediments that reach water bodies negatively impact instream habitat and water quality.   

6.6.5 Loss of productivity/over use 

Most native grasses and forbs are poorly adapted to year-round, heavy grazing and trampling by 

livestock.  Intense grazing eventually leads to a reduction in bunchgrass cover, altering the structure, 

function and resiliency of the system.  Soil compaction is also a significant factor in heavily grazed lands, 

and affects water percolation, runoff, and soil nutrient content.  The result is that overgrazed lands 

often have decreased levels of soil and site stability, hydraulic function and biotic integrity.    

6.6.6 Altered Hydrology 

Altered hydrology has resulted from a combination of all of the above mentioned factors. Changes in 

water infiltration from land conversion, tilling, or compaction of soils can result in increased surface 

flows, issues with flooding, erosion, as well as decreased groundwater flows and aquifer recharge rates. 

The increase in peak storm flows causes the greatest damage. A 2004 study, Historical Arroyo 

Development in the West Foster Creek Watershed, Washington: Spatial Extent, Timing, Causes, and 

Management Implications (Blanton), examined historic aerial photos and determined that rapid channel 

incision and erosion occurred during past flood events of the mid-twentieth century. The study 

implicated the historic landscape scale conversion of natural habitat as changing the timing and intensity 

in which water was delivered to Foster Creek, creating large erosion events. This down cutting 

disconnected the channel and the floodplain leading to a loss of riparian vegetation, further destabilizing 

the channel integrity. This process greatly limits the functions of a stream and its associated floodplain 

as well as any potential benefits of a functional riparian corridor, channel migration zone, and 

floodplain. 

6.6.7 Soil and Water Contamination  

Contamination of soil, surface and ground water may result from agricultural activities. Agricultural 

activities may affect the concentrations of inorganic chemicals, such as nitrate, in aquifers. Increases in 

use of pesticides, fertilizers, and other organic compounds may impact water quality. As stated in 

Section 6.5.3, there are portions of Douglas County groundwater recharge areas that are susceptible to 

contamination.  

6.6.8 Climate Change 

Section 3.2.1 provides information on potential climate change impacts to critical areas in Douglas 

County. 
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6.7 Summary of Critical Areas 

Each of the critical areas identified in this chapter provide important functions for the people and/or 

wildlife of Douglas County. Chapter 7 identifies strategies the Douglas County VSP will take to protect 

and enhance these functions. The tables below provide summary statistics for critical areas in Douglas 

County.  

 

Critical Area Total acres WRIA 44 WRIA 50 WRIA 41 WRIA 42 

FWHCA3 773,006 398,986 311,745 530 61,469 

Wetlands 20,312 10,206 7,585 0 3,875 

GHA 498,629 313,473 152,178 3,979 52,428 

FFA 4,869 4,726 143 623 0 

CARA 28,185 21,415 6,681 87 3 
Table 6-7: Acreage of critical areas by Watershed Resource Inventory Area 

 

Critical Area Total acres WRIA 44 WRIA 50 WRIA 41 WRIA 42 

FWHCA³ 375,400.5 227,792.8 135,606.5 0 12,001 

Wetlands 3,365 1,798 1,379 0 283 

GHA 99,571 83,167 14,255 625 3,041 

FFA 1003.2 1,001 2.5 1 0 

CARA 7,538 5,753 1,786 0 0 

Table 6-8: Acreage of critical area and cropland nexus by Watershed Resource Inventory Area 

 

Critical Area and Cropland 
Nexus 

% of Total Critical Area % of Total Cropland 

FWHCA³ 48.5 68.4 

Wetlands 16.5 0.6 

GHA 19.96 18.7 

FFA 20.6 0.18 

CARA 26.75 1.4 
Table 6-9: Summary showing percentage of the nexus by of total critical area and total cropland acreage 

 

 

 

                                                                 
3 Based on preliminary analysis of broad and vauge critical area designation, see Section 6.1.2 for details. 
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7.0 Protection and Enhancement Strategies 

The VSP ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά! ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ w/² осΦтл!Φтмр 

must develop a work plan to protect critical areas while maintaining the viability of agriculture in the 

ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘέ όосΦтл!Φ720(1)).  The following sections describe the various strategies to be employed in 

Douglas County to meet the above mandate.   

7.1 Conservation Activities 

Douglas County agricultural producers have a history of, and are currently implementing a variety of 

conservation activities that protect and enhance critical areas, while at the same time improving the 

long term viability of agriculture. Conservation activities are a suite of actions producers can take to 

improve the conservation of soil, water, air, and related plant and animal resources. Conservation 

activities include NRCS Conservation Practices, in which the landowner contracts with NRCS to receive 

cost share assistance, and the activity must meet a technical standard provided by NRCS. NRCS 

conservation practices are developed from Land Grant University research with State and Federal 

agency input. These practices under-go review every 5 years and are vetted through the USDA 

Agricultural Research Service (ARS). In Douglas County NRCS funding to implement conservation 

practices is primarily available through the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) and the 

Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP). 

This VSP work plan recognizes that not all self-funded or other non-NRCS funded conservation activities 

meet the NRCS conservation practice standard. However, these activities are numerous and still highly 

important in critical area protection and enhancement, and they will contribute towards meeting the 

goals and benchmarks set forth in this work plan.  

7.1.1 Key Conservation Activities  

The Douglas County VSP work group has identified several key conservation activities that protect and 

enhance critical areas and improve the long term viability of agriculture. These activities are listed below 

in no particular order. Key conservation activities were selected based on two factors: they must be 

widely used in Douglas County, and they must provide at least a slight to moderate improvement to one 

of the four generalized categories of critical area functions (see Section 7.1.3 below).  

¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪōƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀnd 

enhancement benchmarks (see Chapter 8), and will be the focus of VSP planning and implementation 

efforts. The following is a brief description of each of the key conservation activities identified by the 

Douglas County VSP work group.  

It is important to note that these are not the only conservation activities that contribute to critical area 

protection and enhancement. Other conservation activities may be counted toward meeting the goals 

and benchmarks of this work plan where applicable. Additionally, it is highly likely that what is 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ άƪŜȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƭȅ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇ Ƙŀǎ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ 

to reevaluate key conservation activities every two years in line with the adaptive management and 

reporting schedule. Further details on this can be found in Section 9.4.3 on programmatic adaptive 

management.  
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Conservation Cover (NRCS Code 327) is a permanent vegetation cover established and maintained to 

reduce sheet, rill and wind erosion; reduce nutrient and sediment delivery to improve ground and 

surface water quality; enhance wildlife, pollinator and beneficial wildlife habitat; or improve soil health. 

Conservation Crop Rotation (NRCS Code 328) is a planned sequence of at least two different crops 

grown on the same ground over a period of time. The purpose is to reduce sheet, rill and wind erosion; 

maintain or increase soil health and organic matter content; reduce water quality degradation due to 

excess nutrients; improve soil moisture efficiency; reduce the concentration of salts and other chemicals 

from saline seeps; reduce plant pest pressures; provide feed and forage for domestic livestock; or 

provide food and cover habitat for wildlife, including pollinator forage, and nesting habitat. 

Cover Crop (NRCS Code 340) is when grasses, legumes, and forbs are planted for seasonal vegetative 

cover. The purpose is to reduce erosion from wind and water; maintain or increase soil health and 

organic matter content; reduce water quality degradation by utilizing excessive soil nutrients; suppress 

excessive weed pressures and break pest cycles; improve soil moisture use efficiency; or minimize soil 

compaction.  

Fence (NRCS Code 382) is a constructed barrier to animals or people to facilitate the accomplishment of 

conservation objectives by providing a means to control movement of animals and people, including 

vehicles. 

Field Border (NRCS Code 386) is a strip of permanent vegetation established at the edge or around the 

perimeter of a field to reduce erosion from wind and water; protect soil and water quality; provide 

wildlife food and cover; provide pollinator or other beneficial organism habitat; increase carbon storage; 

or improve air quality.  

Microirrigation (NRCS Code 441) is an irrigation system for frequent application of small quantities of 

water on or below the soil surface: as drops, tiny streams, or miniature spray through emitters or 

applicators placed along a water delivery line. The purpose is to efficiently and uniformly apply irrigation 

water and maintain soil moisture for plant growth; prevent contamination of ground and surface water 

by efficiently and uniformly applying chemicals; or establish desired vegetation (e.g., windbreaks). 

Irrigation Water Management (NRCS Code 449) is the process of determining and controlling the 

volume, frequency and application rate of irrigation water. The purpose is to improve irrigation water 

use efficiency; minimize irrigation induced soil erosion, decrease degradation of surface and 

groundwater resources, manage salts in the crop root zone, manage air, soil, or plant micro-climate; or 

reduce energy use. 

Livestock Pipeline (NRCS Code 516) is a pipeline and appurtenances installed to convey water for 

livestock or wildlife; reduce energy use; or develop renewable energy systems.  

Nutrient Management (NRCS Code 590) is managing the amount (rate), source, placement (method of 

application), and timing of plant nutrients and soil amendments. The purpose is to budget, supply, and 

conserve nutrients for plant production; to minimize agricultural nonpoint source pollution of surface 

and groundwater resources; to properly utilize manure or organic by-products as a plant nutrient 

source; to protect air quality by reducing odors, nitrogen emissions (ammonia, oxides of nitrogen), and 

the formation of atmospheric particulates; or to maintain or improve the physical, chemical, and 

biological condition of soil. 
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Integrated Pest Management (NRCS Code 595) is a site-specific combination of pest prevention, pest 

avoidance, pest monitoring, and pest suppression strategies. The purpose is to prevent or mitigate off-

site pesticide risks to water quality from leaching, solution runoff and adsorbed runoff losses; prevent or 

mitigate off-site pesticide risks to soil, water, air, plants, animals and humans from drift and 

volatilization losses; prevent or mitigate on-site pesticide risks to pollinators and other beneficial species 

through direct contact; or prevent or mitigate cultural, mechanical and biological pest suppression risks 

to soil, water, air, plants, animals and humans. 

For the purposes of this work plan integrated pest management also includes the combination of 

cultural, mechanical, and biological, as well as chemical methods of pest treatment, with the purpose of 

reducing the amount of chemicals used in pest management, thereby reducing the potential for 

contamination and resistance.  

Prescribed Grazing (NRCS Code 528) is managing the harvest of vegetation with grazing and/or browsing 

animals to improve or maintain desired species composition and vigor of plant communities; improve or 

Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōǊƻǿǎƛƴƎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΤ 

improve or maintain surface and/or subsurface water quality and quantity; improve or maintain riparian 

and watershed function; reduce accelerated soil erosion, and maintain or improve soil condition; 

improve or maintain the quantity and quality of food and/or cover available for wildlife; or manage fine 

fuel loads to achieve desired conditions. 

Range Planting (NRCS Code 550) is the establishment of adapted perennial or self-sustaining vegetation 

such as grasses, forbs, legumes, shrubs and trees. The purpose is to restore a plant community similar to 

the Ecological Site Description reference state for the site or the desired plant community; provide or 

improve forages for livestock; provide or improve forage, browse or cover for wildlife; reduce erosion by 

wind and/or water; improve water quality and quantity; or increase carbon sequestration.  

Residue and Tillage Management ς No Till (NRCS Code 329) is limiting soil disturbance to manage the 

amount, orientation and distribution of crop and plant residue on the soil surface year around. The 

purpose is to reduce sheet, rill and wild erosion; reduce tillage-induced particulate emissions; maintain 

or increase soil quality and organic matter content; reduce energy use; increase water use and 

precipitation storage efficiency; or provide food and escape cover for wildlife.  

Residue and Tillage Management ς Reduced Till (NRCS Code 345) is managing the amount, orientation 

and distribution of crop and other plant residue on the soil surface year round while limiting the soil-

disturbing activities used to grow and harvest crops in systems where the field surface is tilled prior to 

planting. The purpose is to reduce sheet, rill and wind erosion; reduce tillage-induced particulate 

emissions; maintain or increase soil quality and organic matter content; or reduce energy use. 

Sprinkler System (NRCS Code 442) is a distribution system that applies water by means of nozzles 

operated under pressure. The purpose is to accomplish efficient and uniform application of water on 

irrigated lands; improve plant condition, productivity, health and vigor; prevent the entry of excessive 

nutrients, organics, and other chemicals in surface and groundwater; improve condition of soil 

contaminated with salts and other chemicals; reduce particulate matter emissions to improve air 

quality; or reduce energy use. 
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Structures for Wildlife (NRCS Code 649) is a structure installed to replace or modify a missing or 

deficient wildlife habitat component to enhance or sustain non-domesticated wildlife or modify existing 

structures that pose a hazard to wildlife.  

Upland Wildlife Habitat Management (NRCS Code 645) is to provide and manage upland habitats and 

connectivity within the landscape for wildlife with the purpose of treating upland wildlife habitat 

concerns identified during the conservation planning process that enable movement, or provide shelter, 

cover, food in proper amounts, locations and times to sustain wild animals that inhabit uplands during a 

portions of their life cycle.  

Watering Facility (NRCS Code 614) is a means of providing drinking water to livestock or wildlife. The 

purpose is to store or provide designated access to drinking water for livestock or wildlife to supply daily 

water requirements; improve animal distribution; or provide a water source that is an alternative to a 

sensitive resource.  

Riparian Buffers ό5h9 .atύ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ȊƻƴŜέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘȅ ŀƴŘ 

a land use activity for the purposes of protecting ecological processes and water quality. The riparian 

buffer usually extends from thŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳǎΩ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƳŀǊƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŜǊ ŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴΦ 

Riparian buffers provide essential functions for river and stream ecosystems, including cover and shade, 

a source of fine or coarse woody material, nutrients, and organic and inorganic debris that maintain 

stream ecosystem function. Riparian buffers are relatively undisturbed by human activity and contain 

native vegetation consistent with the potential of the site.  

Organic Certification (WSDA) indicates that an agricultural product has been produced by integrating 

cultural, biological, and mechanical practices that foster cycling of resources, promote ecological 

balance, and conserve biodiversity. Use of sewage sludge, irradiation, genetic engineering, and most 

synthetic fertilizers or pesticides is prohibited. 

Global G.A.P IFA Fruit and Vegetables Standard Certificate assures that the commodity was grown 

using environmental management practices that meet the standard for sustainable agriculture. The 

certificate includes standards for several environmental categories including: waste and pollution 

management, conservation (including wildlife management), soil management and conservation, 

fertilizer application, water management, and integrated pest management.  

Pollinator Habitat Creation/Management can be implemented through many voluntary conservation 

activities, as long as providing or managing pollinator habitat is a stated objective, including but not 

limited to: Conservation Cover, Field borders, Buffer Strips, Filter Strips, Hedge Rows, Wind Breaks. 

Pollinator habitat includes providing safe foraging, nesting, egg laying, and resting habitats.  

7.1.2 Direct and Indirect Protection and Enhancement 

Conservation activities can be implemented within or directly adjacent to a critical area (direct), or 

spatially removed from a critical area (indirect) (see Figure 7-1 for a conceptual representation). An 

example of a direct effect would include installing exclusion fencing to keep livestock out of a riparian 

area.  While indirect effects occur within agricultural areas that are not adjacent to or within critical 

areas, their implementation still has benefits to critical area functions. For example, cover crops provide 

organic matter to the soil and reduce erosion which will benefit the hydrology, water quality, soil health, 

and habitat of a critical area, even if it is implemented outside of a direct intersect with that critical area. 
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Figure 7-1: Direct and Indirect Effects (Figure courtesy of Anchor QEA) 

7.1.3 Conservation Practices Physical Effects Tool 

The Conservation Practices Physical Effects (CPPE) tool, developed by the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, describes how the NRCS conservation practices affect natural resources (e.g., critical area 

functions) and the human-economic environment (e.g., one aspect of agricultural viability). This 

planning tool provides a quantitative score detailing the magnitude of each practice's effect on a 

number of critical area functions and agricultural viability parameters. Technical reports (Appendix G) 

for each practice also include a qualitative statement on the benefit or impact to each parameter.  

CPPE scores range between +5 and -5, with positive scores denoting a beneficial effect, and negative 

scores having an adverse effect. To develop generalized critical area function, (hydrology, water quality, 

soil health, and habitat) as well as agricultural viability, CPPE scores for each key conservation activity, 

CPPE scores for each parameter relevant to one of the generalized categories were averaged. Appendix 

G provides details on how CPPE scores were developed for Douglas County. A summary of the CPPE 

scores for key conservation activities are provided below. 
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Table 7-1: A summary of averaged CPPE scores for all key conservation activities, their potential intersect with critical areas, and the applicable 

commodity type

NRCS 

Code Activity
Soil 

Health Hydrology

Water 

Quality

F&W 

Habitat

Ag 

Viability Wetland Habitat CARA GHA FFA
Dryland Rangeland Irrigated

327 Conservation Cover 2.62 1.25 2.89 3.60 4.00 I D, I D, I D, I I X X

328 Conservation Crop Rotation 3.00 1.60 1.75 2.00 2.60 I D, I D, I D, I I X

340 Cover Crop 2.66 1.40 1.75 2.50 3.00 I D, I D, I D, I D, I X X

382 Fence 1.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 D D D D, I D, I X

386 Field Border 2.67 1.00 1.43 2.00 0.00 I D I D, I I X X

441 Irrigation System - Micro irrigation 0.50 2.00 1.00 0.50 2.20 I I D, I X

449 Irrigation Water Management 1.67 1.50 1.82 1.00 2.25 I I I X

516 Livestock Pipeline 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 3.00 I D X

590 Nutrient Management 0.83 0.00 3.50 0.00 2.50 I D, I X X

595 Pest Management 2.00 0.00 4.00 2.00 2.00 D, I D, I X X X

528 Prescribed Grazing 2.88 1.50 1.30 4.00 3.16 D D D I X

550 Range Planting 3.13 0.75 1.33 3.67 4.75 D D D, I I

329

Residue and Tillage Management - No-Till/ Strip Till/ Direct 

Seed
3.00 0.80 2.00 1.67 3.33 I D, I D, I D, I I X

345 Residue Management - Reduced Till 2.75 1.33 2.20 1.67 2.00 I D, I D, I D, I I X

442 Sprinkler System 1.00 2.67 1.55 1.00 2.20 I I D, I X

649 Structures for Wildlife 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 D X X X

645 Upland Wildlife Habitat Management 2.40 -0.50 2.00 4.50 3.33 D D, I I X X X

614 Watering Facility 2.00 0.00 1.71 2.33 3.00 D D D I X

BMP Riparian Buffer D D D D X X X

WSDA Organic Certification D, I D, I D, I X X X

n/a GlobalG.A.P IFA Fruit & Vegetables Standard Certificate I D, I D, I D, I D, I X

Multiple Pollinator Habitat Creation/Management D X X X

5 Substantial Improvement    

4 Moderate to Substantial Improvement    

3 Moderate Improvement    

2 Slight to Moderate Improvement    

1 Slight Improvement  

0 No Effect   

-1 Slight Worsening  

CPPE Score Key

Applicable Commodity typeKey Conservation Activities

Critical Area Functions:

Protection Metrics  

(averaged CPPE Function Effects Score)

Critical Area Protections         

(Direct/Indirect)

Compare to Field Border and/or Range Planting

Compare to Nutrient Management and Pest 

Management

Depends on which conservation activity is used

Many environmental standards must be met; CPPE 

comparison depends on the category of the standard
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7.2 The Multiple Species General Conservation Plan 

The Multiple Species General Conservation Plan (MSGCP) addresses wildlife habitat management in 

Douglas County for four rare animal species. These species are, the Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit 

(Brachylagus idahoensis) (Federal endangered species), the Washington ground squirrel (Urocitellus 

washingtonii) (former Federal candidate species), the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) 

(former Federal candidate species), and the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus 

columbianus) (State threatened species). Under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 

16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.), private companies or individuals whose normal operation could result in the 

άǘŀƪŜέ ƻŦ ŀ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭƭȅ-listed species may enter into an agreement called a Habitat Conservation Plan 

(HCP), which includes applying to receive an Incidental Take Permit, otherwise called a Section 10 permit 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΦ ά¢ŀƪŜέ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǊŀǎǎΣ ƘŀǊƳΣ ǇǳǊǎǳŜΣ ƘǳƴǘΣ ǎƘƻƻǘΣ ǿƻǳƴŘΣ ƪƛƭƭΣ ǘǊŀǇΣ 

ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜΣ ƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ƻǊ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘΦ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ мл ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ άƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ 

ǘŀƪŜέ ƻŦ threatened or endangered species, which can result from otherwise lawful activities, such as 

farming activities. The MSGCP is a programmatic HCP under which multiple Section 10 permits can be 

issued. A Finding of No Significant Impact for the Douglas County MSGCP was issued by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service on September 17, 2015, and the lifespan of the MSGCP is 50 years from that date, 

making it in effect until September 17, 2065. The ultimate goal of the MSGCP is to protect critical shrub 

steppe habitat while giving Douglas County producers regulatory assurances to continue farming as they 

have when they begin to participate in the MSGCP, without being held to future changes. 

Most of the common agricultural activities implemented in Douglas County are covered by the MSGCP, 

with the exception of herbicide application and irrigated agriculture from surface waters. Douglas 

County land owners who obtain a Section 10 permit gain long-term assurances for their agricultural 

operations, while committing to implementing certain conservation measures to help the covered 

species and their habitat. Landowner participation in the MSGCP is voluntary. 

To apply for a permit, interested landowners will work with FCCD or another appointee to develop a 

GCP Site Specific Plan (SSP). SSPs will provide a description of on-going and planned agricultural 

activities for included lands, conservation measures the landowner will implement, and must be 

consistent with the provisions and goals for minimizing and mitigating άǘŀƪŜέ ƻŦ Covered Species as 

outlined in the MSGCP.  The individual plans will be implemented by the Applicant/Permittee with 

technical assistance from FCCD. USFWS may provide technical assistance during development of the 

SSP. Figure 7-2 illustrates the SSP development process. Additional information on how the SSP 

compares and interacts with other types of planning activities in Douglas County can be found in Section 

7-8. 

To meet USFWS permit issuance criteria, a SSP will have to include a detailed plan of conservation 

activities to be implemented to protect and enhance habitat for the four species. Conservation activities 

from three different categories, NRCS conservation practices, additional land-use measures, and 

additional species specific measures will need to be included in the SSP for a permit to be issued. All 

conservation measures implemented through the MSGCP and permit applications are also VSP 

conservation activities. This means that every permit issued will work towards meeting the goals and 

benchmarks of critical area protection set forth in this work plan. A complete list of NRCS conservation 

practices, additional land-use measures, and additional species specific measures that can be included in 

a SSP can be found in Appendix D.    
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Further details on MSGCP implementation, monitoring, and adaptive management can be found in 

Appendix D. The complete MSGCP can be found online at: 

http://www.fostercreekcd.org/programs/general-conservation-plan/ 

 

 

Figure 7-2: The SSP development process (Figure from the MSGCP, p.58) 

http://www.fostercreekcd.org/programs/general-conservation-plan/
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7.3 The Watershed Management Plan 

The Watershed Management Plan, Moses Coulee and Foster Creek Watersheds WRIA 44 & 50 was 

developed under the Watershed Management Act (ESHB 2514).  The plan was developed by the Douglas 

County Watershed Planning Association (DCWPA), which consisted of a thirty-one-member stakeholder 

team with representatives from agriculture, horticulture, and economic development interest groups; 

federal, state and local governments; and conservation or environmental groups.  The goal of the 

5/²t! ǿŀǎ άǘƻ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ ŀƴŘ 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ όC//5Σ 2004).  In developing the plan, the group collectively defined goals for water quantity, 

water quality, habitat, and instream flows.  For each category, issues and potential actions to address 

the issues were identified.  The plan is non-regulatory, thus, actions described in the plan are 

recommendations not requirements.  

The Watershed Management Plan identified voluntary actions that protect or enhance critical areas in 

Douglas County, and this VSP work plan will incorporate them as potential protection and enhancement 

strategies. Actions that specifically address critical area protection and enhancement that will be 

adopted and implemented through the Douglas County VSP include the following:  

Action 4. Promote on-farm agriculture water conservation and irrigation efficiency 

efforts such as replacing open laterals and trenches with closed pipe systems; 

replacing non-pressurized irrigation systems with pressurized sprinkler systems 

or drip irrigation systems; using soil moisture sensors to prevent over-watering; 

and constructing on-farm ponds to capture and reuse tailwater. 

 

Action 5. Develop and encourage implementation of agricultural water conservation and 

irrigation efficiency efforts through regional or irrigation district infrastructure 

improvements such as lining canals, replacing open canals and ditches with 

closed pipe systems, or installing pump-back stations to capture tail water for 

reuse. 

 

Action 17. Encourage continuation and expansion of conservation practices for 

protecting and restoring riparian areas such as plantings to establish a 

mature riparian corridor where feasible, bank stabilization, animal 

management, fencing, or alternative water sources. 

 

Action 18. Encourage continuation and expansion of conservation practices in uplands 

(rangelands/cultivated) such as prescribed grazing, noxious weed control, 

critical area plantings, filter strips, conservation crop rotation, field borders, 

grass waterways, sediment ponds, or residue management. 

 

Action 19. Pursue potential water storage projects in WRIAs 44 &50 for in-channel and 

off-channel sediment and erosion control, aquifer storage, bank storage, 

groundwater recharge, flood control, and habitat restoration or enhancement. 

Potential recommendations have been identified by the Pacific Groundwater 

Group based upon the findings from the WRIA44/50 Storage Assessment and 

Feasibility Study, August 2004. These recommendations are in need of further 
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analysis during the implementation phase.  (Recommendation are listed in 

Appendix C [of the watershed management plan]). 

 
Action 20. Consider impacts of global climate variability and change on water resources 

in WRIAs 44 & 50. Climate is a key driver in determining when, where, and 
how much water is available in Washington State. Small changes affecting the 
Pacific Northwest climate system can have significant impacts on regional 
water supplies, including those in the WRIAs 44 & 50 

 
Action 26. Provide education on invasive and noxious weed management to private 

landowners. 
 

Action 28. Stress to public and private landowners the need to budget for invasive and 

noxious weed management. This includes promoting invasive weed control 

efforts along recreation trails. 

 

Action 29. Continue and expand weed survey and mapping to accurately identify and 

delineate land with populations of invasive or noxious weeds. The survey 

would allow land managers to predict areas that are potentially subject to 

weed invasion; to understand the biology of the invasion process and 

determine means by which weeds spread; to develop, implement, and evaluate 

weed management plans; to assess the economic impact of weed invasions; 

and to increase public awareness, education, and weed management efforts. 

 

Action 30. Establish county-wide weed management committee to provide advice to 

landowners. 
 
Action 32. Design and implement a scope of work for continued monitoring of water    

quality conditions to establish long-term data on ground and surface water 

quality for WRIAs 44 & 50. 

 
Action 34. Ensure nutrients are applied so no significant runoff or subsurface flow 

containing nutrients or other contaminants occur beyond field boundaries. 

Encourage agricultural soil and/ or plant tissue testing to determine agronomic 

need for nutrient addition. 

 
Action 35. Develop a water quality public education program intended to prevent or reduce 

nonpoint pollution. Educate non-agriculture pesticide users to apply pesticides 

following the label instructions and pertinent local, state, and federal 

regulations so groundwater and surface water standards are not violated. 

Pesticides are applied in appropriate forms and rates and during times so no 

significant contamination occurs below the root zone or transport beyond the 

edge of the field.  Pesticides are stored, handled, and disposed of to minimize 

risk of accidental spill or leakage. 

 
Action 36. Develop a water quality assistance program intended to prevent or reduce 

nonpoint pollution. 

 
Action 37. Encourage continuation and expansion of conservation practices on individual 
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farms to reduce or prevent nonpoint pollution. On dry crop land, such practices 

may include contour buffer strips, cover crops, or nutrient management. On 

rangelands practices could include animal management, fencing or alternative 

watering facilities. In irrigated farmland, this may include practices such as 

filter strips, windbreak establishment, or nutrient management.  

 
Action 39. Promote wellhead protection programs. 

 
Action 44. Assess capacity to enhance riparian areas between water bodies and private, 

county, and state roadways. 

 
Action 45. Work with private and public landowners to share cost, design, and implement 

projects that will protect or restore riparian vegetation, increase water quality, 

and enhance habitat. 

 
Action 46. Assist landowners with voluntary maintenance, enhancement, restoration, or 

creation of wetlands. 

 
Action 47. Support continued enrollment for Douglas County in the Conservation Reserve 

Program (CRP) and other Farm Bill Programs. 

 
Action 48. Support conservation easements and other land conservation practices in 

riparian areas for purposes of protecting habitat that allow compatible multiple 

use. 

 
Action 55. Encourage installation of checkdams, compatible with habitat needs, to increase 

groundwater recharge and ultimately surface flow. Checkdams are small earthen 

or rock barriers placed across streams or that capture water as it flows 

downstream. The pressure created by the impounded water helps to improve 

infiltration and raise the local groundwater table. 

 

Action 58. Implement in-channel projects that address geologic processes such as deep-

seated slope failure, toe erosion, or landslides. Includes continued work to 

minimize channel headcuts, stabilize banks, and vegetate gullies in the Foster 

Creek watershed. 

 

Action 59. Assess and propose recommendations to address erosion and sedimentation 

conditions in the Moses Coulee. 

 

Action 60. Encourage maintenance of drainage ditches, culverts, and other drainage 

structures to prevent clogging with debris and sediments. 

 

Action 61. Encourage construction of retention and infiltration ponds that capture runoff 

from roads, development, farms, and irrigation return flows. 

 

Action 62. In Foster Creek, implement habitat improvement projects to aid in restoration 

involving construction or placement of instream structures, such as cross 
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vanes, weirs, large woody debris, or side channels.  Use beavers as a 

restoration tool. 

 

Action 63. Design and implement scope of work for continued monitoring of habitat 

conditions. 

 

(FCCD 2004) 
 

Even though these actions were developed in 2004, they are still relevant today. In fact, some of the 
actions identified by the Watershed Management Plan almost exactly match the wording of objectives 
and/or protection and enhancement goals set forth in this work plan. Many of the above activities are 
ongoing, and will always have room for improvement. Some actions, such as actions 19, 32, 35, 36, and 
63, have been implemented in part, but need further action or effort before they are completed. Action 
30 has been completed, and now the emphasis is on continuing the Weed Management Task Force.  
 
The watershed plan also identifies instream flow recommendations for Foster Creek and Douglas Creek. 
The Washington Department of Ecology has not promulgated a rule for either creek based on the 
recommendations. However, these recommendations were made to protect and preserve instream 
resources and uses such as habitat, water quality, and recreation. The Douglas County VSP work plan 
will use the instream flow recommendations as indicators of critical area functions and values (see 
Section 8.4). The watershed management plan states the following with regards to instream flow 

recommendations: 

 

The planning unit recommends setting minimum instream flow at specific flow levels 

throughout the year for Foster Creek and Douglas Creek. On Foster Creek, the planning 

unit recommends the instream flow values be set at the Bridgeport irrigation diversion 

dam at RM 1.03. This would represent the minimum flow regime for surface water 

stream flows in the stream reach from the confluence with the Columbia River (RM 

0.0) upstream to the dam (RM 1.03). The recommended flows are as follows (all flows 

in cfs): 
 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
5.0 5.0 5.3 9.5 6.3 4.2 2.8 1.3 1.5 2.7 3.9 5.0 

The planning unit recommends the instream flow values be set in Douglas Creek at RM 

1.3 at USGS Gage Station No. 4635. This would represent the minimum stream flow 

regime for the stream reach from the Palisades Irrigation Dam (RM 0.7), above the 

confluence of Douglas Creek with Moses Coulee, upstream to Pegg Canyon located at 

RM 1.8. These instream flow values will not apply to the Moses Coulee or alluvial fan 

of Douglas Creek.  The following flow numbers (in cfs) are recommended for upper 

Douglas Creek: 
 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
13.0 15.0 15.0 13.3 13.0 13.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 13.0 13.0 

 

(FCCD 2004) 

  

 
The complete watershed management plan can be found online at 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/eap/wrias/Planning/images/wsmp-wria44-50-final.pdf.  

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/eap/wrias/Planning/images/wsmp-wria44-50-final.pdf
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7.4 Conservation District Programs 

FCCD and South Douglas Conservation District both implement a number of programs that help 

contribute to the critical area protection and enhancement goals and benchmarks of this work plan. 

Brief summaries of the main programs are provided below. 

Water quality and riparian restoration: The projects are based on recommendations from the 

Watershed Management Plan for Moses Coulee and Foster Creek Watersheds WRIA 44 & 50.  Current 

projects involve invasive weed control and planting riparian vegetation to improve tƘŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳΩǎ 

connection with the floodplain, increase stream shading, increase filtration, and decrease turbidity.  

FCCD is considering using beaver dam analogues and other in-stream structures as restoration tools in 

the future. Six projects are currently funded totaling about 30 acres of restored riparian habitat. 

 

 

Volunteers help FCCD restore a stretch of West Foster Creek on Make a Difference Day 2017 



 

 108  

 

Biocontrols:  Biological weed control is the act of bringing back together the weed and its natural 

enemies. This program facilitates the purchase of biocontrol agents by landowners through education 

and outreach on use, bulk purchasing and 

distribution. Cost share is available at times to 

help landowners purchase biocontrols. A total 

of 147,800 biological control bugs have been 

released in Douglas County through this 

program since 2011. 

Direct Seed: A cost share program that 

provides incentives for producers to test the 

direct seed cropping system and see how it 

works in their operation. A total of 5,560 acres 

are currently enrolled across Douglas County 

in this program. 

Cost Share: A wide variety of different cost 

share projects are implemented by 

landowners with help from the conservation 

districts. Example of projects that have been 

implemented since 2011 include: irrigation 

efficiencies for orchards, fuels reductions, 

erosion control structures, riparian 

restoration, retention ponds, wildlife guzzlers, 

a manure composting facility, grassed 

waterways, soil testing, windbreaks, and 

fencing projects.  

Firewise: The Firewise Program encourages 

homeowners and communities to prepare for 

wildfire. Landowners are provided with free 

assessments and educational events. Cost 

share is available for activities to reduce fuels.  Larinus minutus feeds on knapweed 

An estimated 250 acres in fuels reduction has   Photo: Olivia Schilling 

been completed through this program since 2011.  

 

Farmed Smart: A certification program developed by the Pacific Northwest Direct Seed Association that 

recognizes dryland producers for using sustainable practices. The certification has six initiatives that are 

evaluated and proven in order to become certified: improving water quality, improving air quality, 

improving soil quality, improving wildlife habitat, conserving energy and reducing carbon footprint, and 

improving economic viability and stability.   
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7.5 Strategies to Deal with Wildfire 

The Douglas County VSP workgroup spent a significant portion of one work plan development meeting 

discussing the threat of fire to critical areas and agricultural viability, the actions currently being done, 

and what the VSP effort can do to address the threat. The following sections describe the results of this 

conversation.  

7.5.1 Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

The Douglas County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) is the result of a collaborative 
multijurisdictional planning effort to address the threat of wildland fire in Douglas County. The mission 
statement of the CWPP is:  
 

To make Douglas County residents, communities, state agencies, local and federal governments, 

and businesses less vulnerable to the negative effects of wildland fires through the effective 

administration of wildfire hazard mitigation grant programs, hazard risk assessments, wise and 

efficient fuels treatments, and a coordinated approach to mitigation policy through federal, 

state, regional, and local planning efforts. To also provide a plan that will not diminish the 

Private Property Rights of land/asset owners within Douglas County. 

CWPP, 2013 

The CWPP was approved by the Douglas County Commissioners in December of 2013, and is slated for 

an update every 5 years following the approval. The VSP work group agreed that the VSP effort should 

not duplicate this effort in any way, but rather support and build upon it. To that end, the Douglas 

County VSP Coordinator will attend CWPP update meetings and provide input on how to improve the 

ǎȅƴŜǊƎȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘ ōƻǘƘ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ tƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ 

overlap in the CWPP and VSP include using voluntary stewardship activities as a tool to address wildfire 

risk and acquiring funding for cost-share activities that meet the goals of the CWPP and VSP.  

Additionally, the CWPP provides mapping of high risk fire areas and proposes fire risk mitigation and 

fuels reduction projects. These resources will be used by the VSP implementation effort as a way to 

focus outreach and implementation of conservation activities that address wildfire.  

7.5.2 Firewise 

The South Douglas Conservation District runs the Firewise program in Douglas County. These activities 

potentially contribute to several goals and benchmarks of this VSP work plan, but specifically address 

BM-17: Maintain and/or increase voluntary conservation activities that manage fuel loads to decrease 

the risk of fire. 

7.5.3 Rural Fire Protection Areas 

Douglas County currently has a portion of land that is not protected by a fire district (Figure 7-3). In July 

of 2017 the Sutherland Canyon Fire burned more than 38,000 acres of sagebrush habitat in this area. 

One proposed idea to improve wildland fire fighting in this area is to establish a Rural Fire Protection 

Area (RFPA). RFPAs are a legally recognized firefighting group, the same as a fire district, made up of 

local landowners. They are tax exempt and non-taxing, being funded through membership fees and 
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grants. RFPA members are provided training and a seat at the incident command planning table during 

firefighting activities. 

It is clear that providing fire protectiƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

area protection and agricultural viability. What is not clear is how exactly VSP could interact with a RFPA. 

One suggestion was that the VSP coordinator and/or the conservation districts could assist the RFPA 

through the regulatory framework of establishing a RFPA. Another suggestion was to provide grant 

writing support and assistance to the RFPA once it is established.  

Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭΣ RFPAs are not legally recognized in 

the state of Washington. In 2018 legislation was introduced that would recognize RFPAs, but it did not 

get approved. This would be the first step necessary to forming an RFPA in Douglas County.  

 

Figure 7-3: Fire Districts in Douglas County 

7.5.4 VSP Opportunities for improvement 

Other wildfire related issues that were discussed as opportunities for VSP implementation include: 

- Establish a fuels management program with cost-share and/or other incentives 

- Establish a program to target cheatgrass 

- Provide technical assistance and cost-share for fire recovery actions such as integrated weed 

management and habitat restoration 
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- Include in Individual Stewardship Plans an emergency grazing plan for ranchers who have 

pasture burnt in a wildfire 

 

7.6 Douglas County Cooperative Weed Management Area 

During development of the work plan, the Douglas County VSP work group discussed and is in favor of 

forming a Douglas County Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) to be used as part of the 

protection and enhancement strategy. The Center for Invasive Species Management defines CWMAs as 

follows:  

A Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) is a partnership of federal, state, and local 

government agencies, tribes, individuals, and various interested groups that manage invasive 

species (or weeds) within a defined area. [CWMAs] share six basic characteristics: 

- CWMAs operate within a defined geographic area, distinguished by a common geography, 

weed problem, community, climate, political boundary, or land use. 

- CWMAs involve a broad cross-section of landowners and natural resource managers within 

its defined boundaries. 

- CWMAs are governed by a Steering Committee. 

- CWMAs make a long-term commitment to cooperation, usually through a formal agreement 

among partners. 

- CWMAs have a comprehensive plan that addresses the management or prevention of 

invasive species within its boundaries. 

- CWMAs facilitate cooperation and coordination across jurisdictional boundaries. 

CWMAs bring together local citizens, landowners, nonprofit organizations, industry, and city, 

county, state, tribal, and federal representatives to work towards a common goalτeffective 

control of invasive species. 

www.weedcenter.org/cwma, 2014 

In Douglas County, any comprehensive weed management plan would need to adopt and implement an 

integrated weed management strategy, reducing the reliance on chemicals to control weeds. As such, all 

projects implemented as part of a CWMA would likely contribute to multiple water quality and habitat 

improvement objectives and benchmarks described in Chapter 8 of this work plan. 

As of the submission of this work plan to the technical panel for approval, FCCD has been awarded a 

grant offered by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation that assists in the initial formation of a 

CWMA. An agreement for the proposal is currently in development. Future VSP funding could be used in 

support of CWMA administration or funding acquisition for CWMA activities and specific projects.  

7.7 Sage Grouse Initiative  

ά¢ƘŜ {ŀƎŜ DǊƻǳǎŜ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǇŀǊtnership-based, science-driven effort that uses voluntary incentives to 

ǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǊŀƴƎŜƭŀƴŘǎΣ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΦέ 

(www.sagegrouseinitiative.com/about)  

The Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI) is very active in Douglas County, with two full time employees housed in 

the NRCS Waterville field office. Current local priorities include implementing improved rotational 

grazing systems, installing sage grouse fence markers, installing escape ramps at livestock watering 

http://www.weedcenter.org/cwma


 

 112  

 

facilities, and removing downed fences. Local staff are also working on developing and implementing 

two new SGI Crop and Transitional programs. The goal of these programs is to convert marginal 

cropland into rangeland that can be grazed, but also provides improved habitat values for wildlife. SGI 

staff are also planning on developing a mesic habitat improvement program in the near future.  

Key conservation activities identified in this work plan that are implemented under the SGI program 

include prescribed grazing, range planting, structures for wildlife, upland wildlife habitat management, 

and watering facilities. Other activities implemented by SGI that are not identified as key conservation 

activities wilƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άtǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ у ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀƴΦ 

All conservation activities implemented through SGI are included in NRCS contract data, and as such, are 

wholly accounted for when NRCS provides anonymous, summarized contract data to the VSP 

coordinator (see Section 9.2 for further details). 

7.8 Farm-Scale Planning 

Individual farm-scale planning activities will be an important tool in achieving critical area protection 

and enhancement in Douglas County. The process provides landowners a one on one opportunity to 

discuss their operation with technical service providers, receive feedback, and ultimately develop a 

stewardship plan that meets their needs and protects and/or enhances critical areas.  

Some landowners expressed concern that they would be required to receive a farm plan to participate 

in VSP. There is no requirement to receive any type of farm level planning to implement conservation 

activities as part of this VSP work plan. Participating in the VSP Producer Survey does not require any 

type of farm level planning. More information on the VSP implementation process and relationship of 

the four types of VSP participation can be found in Chapter 10.  

There are three different types of farm-scale plans that are included under the broad VSP umbrella. The 

three plans serve different purposes, but all help producers address critical area protection and 

agricultural viability concerns, and ultimately help producers implement conservation activities 

consistent with the goals and benchmarks of this work plan. As such, all three types of plans count as 

ά±{t LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ tƭŀƴǎέ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ±{t ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜΦ Table 7-2 was prepared as an 

outreach item for producers and technical service providers to clarify the purpose, differences, and 

interactions of the three types of plans.   
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PHS, 303d lists, critical area maps, 

Natural Heritage program rare plants 

and ecosystems lists. Will be largely 

open ended, based on landowner 

needs/concerns and applicable 

critical areas

FSA Farm/Tract/field maps, 

Producer Farm Data Report, Report 

of Acreage FSA-578, CRP and SAFE 

contract(s), and baseline condition 

assessment tool per land use.  

Resource Concerns Checklists, Integrated 

Erosion Tool, Win-PST, Water Quality TN 

1, Range Reconnaissance, Rangeland 

Health Assessment, Stream Assessment, 

Biological TN 14, Sage Grouse Habitat 

Evaluation Guide, Sage Grouse Threats 

Checklist

No Yes Yes

Narrative describing plan to address 

critical area and agricultural viability 

concerns 

Description of covered agricultural 

activities; map of covered 

agricultural activities and habitat 

maintained with quantified acres 

for each; description of voluntary 

conservation activities to benefit 

covered species' habitat, including 

steps taken to minimize and 

mitigate impacts to covered species; 

a long-term monitoring plan 

Field inventory; narrative of resource 

concerns; suggested conservation 

practices to address resource concerns

No Yes, per conditions of the permit

No (certain conservation practices do 

require monitoring once contracted with 

NRCS)

Varies, depends on landowner 

needs and concerns, but generally 

low-moderate

Moderate High

VSP, other FCCD and SDCD programs MSGCP, VSP EQIP, SGI, CSP, VSP, MSGCP

FCCD, SDCD FCCD, USFWS NRCS, FCCD, SDCD

Identify critical area and agricultural 

viability concerns, and develop 

strategy to address the concerns 

Identify resource concerns; identify 

conservation activities that protect 

shrub-steppe habitat

Identify resource concerns and 

conservation practices to address them

ISP not necessary to apply for 

funding/cost-share, or implement 

conservation activities

Incidental Take Permit (ITP) NRCS program funding/cost share

Purpose

Applicable Programs

Entity Responsible for 

technical assistance 

Evaluation Tools

Relationship to other 

plans                                                                    

(no plan is mutually 

exclusive)

Necessary to apply 

ŦƻǊΧ

Field inventory 

required

Products

Monitoring required

Funding source

Plan intensity level

3 Types of Farm-Scale Planning Under the Douglas County 

VSP Umbrella

Individual Stewardship 

Plan (ISP)

Multiple Species General 

Conservation Site Specific 

Plan  (Site Plan)
NRCS Conservation Plan

Point of Contact
FCCD Office                                                                                      

509-888-6372

FCCD Office                                                                                      

509-888-6372

NRCS Waterville Office                                                                   

509-422-2750 

Fee No

None to receive the Site Plan, but 

the Incidental Take Permit 

application fee for USFWS is $100

No

VSP implementation (partially), 

NRCS task order (partially),                                             

Others needed

NRCS, WSCC

To be used if operator is not 

interested in Incidental Take Permit 

or NRCS programs.  Applicable 

information from this plan can be 

transferred to either of the other 

plans as long as the operation and 

circumstances remain consistent. 

Can be acquired without any other 

plan, although a common route will 

be to receive a NRCS Conservation 

Plan prior to a Site Plan.  

Information from the NRCS 

Conservation Plan can be used to 

develop the Site Plan.

Will commonly be used as a first step 

towards applying for an Incidental Take 

Permit.  Information from the NRCS 

Conservation Plan can be used to develop 

the Site Plan.

VSP implementation
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7.9 Summary of Threats and Protection and Enhancement Strategies 

Table 7-3: A summary of Critical Area Threats and Protection and Enhancement Strategies 

Threat Monitoring¹

Contamination to soil, 

surface water, and 

groundwater 

Conservation activities that contribute to BM-1, BM-2, BM-3, BM-4, BM-5, BM-6, 

BM-10

Conservation activities that contribute to BM-3, BM-7, BM-8, BM-9, BM-10

Watershed Management Plan actions

Conservation Reserve Program and Safe Acres for Wildlife  - if acres are 

unenrolled encourage enrollment into conservation activities that contribute to 

BMs listed above
Farm scale planning - provide quality technical assistance to promote activities 

that protect natural hydraulic function and storage and contribute to the BMs 

listed above

¹ For more detailed information on indicators and monitoring please refer to chapters 8 and 9, and Appendix H 

Erosion

Water quality monitoring with a turbidity 

parameter will be a good indicator to measure 

erosion over time 

Loss of productivity

Monitoring activities undertaken by the MSGCP 

will assess on the ground habitat values at 

enrolled and control points across the county

Conservation activities that contribute to BM-2, BM-3, BM-11, BM-12, BM-14

Farm scale planning - provide quality technical assistance to promote sound 

rotation and management activities that contribute to the BMs listed above

Conservation Reserve Program and Safe Acres for Wildlife  - if acres are 

unenrolled encourage enrollment into conservation activities that contribute to 

BMs listed above

Farm scale planning - encourage conservation activities that contribute to BMs 

listed above

Conservation activities that contribute to BM-3, BM-7, BM-10, BM-14

Sage Grouse Initiative

Watershed Management Plan actions

Altered Hydrology

Ground and surface water levels across the 

county will provide a good indicator of hydraulic 

function 

Farm scale planning- provide quality technical assistance to ensure proper 

storage, transport and application of chemicals and promote conservation 

activities that contribute to the BMs listed above

WA Department of Health groundwater quality 

monitoring data relevant to agriculture. Surface 

water quality monitoring will be conducted 

across the county with the parameters pH and 

dissolved oxygen used to detect contamination.  

Conversion/Fragmentation     
Remote Vegetation Monitoring and Change 

Detection

Firewise program

Watershed Management Plan actions

Fire

Farm scale planning - Technical Assistance with an emphasis on Integrated Weed 

Management

Invasive Plant Species

Post-fire support and technical assistance with restoration

Conservation activities that contribute to BM-3, BM-8, BM-10, BM-13, BM-14

Biocontrol Program

Conservation Reserve Program and Safe Acres for Wildlife  - if acres are 

unenrolled encourage enrollment into conservation activities that contribute to 

BMs listed above

MSGCP - watershed scale connectivity will be considered in developing Site 

Specific Plans that contain habitat restoration or conversion of unproductive 

dryland fields back to habitat

Conservation activities that contribute to BM-3, BM-10, BM-13, BM-14, BM-15, 

BM-16, BM-18

Protection and Enhancement Strategies

Community Wildfire Protection Plan

Cooperative Weed Management Area

Farm scale planning - fire breaks, potential fire lines

Remote Vegetation Monitoring and Change 

Detection

The CWMA will develop a Comprehensive 

Weed Management Plan that will outline a 

strategy to map and monitor invasive species at 

the watershed scale.

BM-17

Develop a fuels management program
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7.10 Regulatory Context 

±{t ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ±{t ǿƻǊƪ Ǉƭŀƴ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ άƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ƻǊ 

ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊ ǘƻ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻǳǘ ƛǘǎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭΣ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀǿέ όw/² осΦтл!ΦтлнόрύύΦ  

This means that agricultural operators are still subject to the regulations of other applicable federal, 

ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀǿǎΦ  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ±{t ǘƻ άƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀǿǎ 

ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǎƘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ όw/² осΦтл!Φ700(f)).  To accomplish this the Douglas 

/ƻǳƴǘȅ ±{t ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳŀȅΣ άǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ 

in that participating watershed, if the action will facilitate progress toward achieving work plan 

protection goaƭǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪǎΣέ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ όw/² осΦтл!ΦтнлόоύύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

άƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ w/² осΦтл!Φтлл ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ осΦтл!Φтсл Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŜŘ ǘƻ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ƻǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ 

additional authority to regulate critical areas on lands used for agriculturŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ όw/² 

36.70A.702(4)).  Further, this work plan mayΣ άLƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴȅ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƭƛŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴέ όw/² осΦтл!ΦтнлόмύόƘύΦ   

The Douglas County VSP work plan does not rely on any existing development regulations to achieve 

critical area protection in areas where they intersect with agricultural activities. Additionally, the work 

group does not anticipate requesting a state or federal agency to focus existing enforcement authority 

in a participating watershed. However, this work plan, and the work group, expect compliance with all 

other environmental regulations, and acknowledge that other federal, state and local laws help to 

achieve protection of critical areas in Douglas County. 

Federal, state, and local laws relevant to this section include but are not limited to:  

Clean Air Act of 1956, as amended (42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq.) 

Agricultural Act of 2014 (IΦwΦнспнύ όŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ άCŀǊƳ .ƛƭƭǎέύ 

Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq) 

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 1947, as amended (P.L. 80-104) 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as amended (P.L. 94-579) 

Federal Noxious Weed Act, as amended (P.L. 93-629; 7 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.) 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1948, as amended (33 U.S.C. §1251-1376) 

Food Quality Protection Act of 1996, as amended (P.L. 104-170) 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (P.L. 91-190) 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-665), as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) 

Washington State Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Species (WAC Chapters 232-12-014 and 

232-12-011) 

Washington Hydraulic Code (WAC Chapter 77.55) 
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Washington State Clean Air Act (RCW Chapter 70.94) 

Washington State Environmental Policy Act (RCW Chapter 43.21C) 

Washington Water Law (RCW Chapter 90) 

American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act 

(Secretarial Order 3206) 

Washington State Regulatory Fairness Act (RCW Chapter 19.85) 

Douglas County Code (DCC Chapters 1.0-20.0) (excluding Critical Area Ordinances) 

Douglas County Regional Shoreline Master Program (TLS 08-09-32B & TLS 09-08-41B) 
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8.0 Goals, Benchmarks, and Indicators  

¢ƘŜ ±{t ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳǳǎǘΣ άŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŀōƭŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘŜƴ ȅŜŀǊǎ 

after the receipt of funding, are designed to result in (i) the protection of critical area functions and 

values and (ii) the enhancement of critical area functions and values through voluntary, incentive-based 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎέ όw/²осΦтл!тнлόмύόŜύύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ±{t ǿƻǊƪ Ǉƭŀƴ ƳŜŜǘǎ 

this statutory requirement.  

Using the definition in VSP statuǘŜΣ άΨtǊƻǘŜŎǘΩ ƻǊ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƻŦ Wǳƭȅ ннΣ нлммέ ŀƴŘ άΩ9ƴƘŀƴŎŜΩ ƻǊ ΨŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ 

the processes, structure, and functions existing, as of July 22, 2011, of ecosystems and habitats 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎέ όw/² осΦтл!ΦтлоύΦ ¢ƘŜ ±{t ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜΣ 

enhancement of critical area functions and values above 2011 baseline conditions. 

8.1 The case for participation benchmarks 

In developing this VSP work plan, the work group discussed two different options for setting 

benchmarks for critical area protection and enhancement: 1) directly monitor ecological attributes of a 

ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ; and 2) measure the county-wide participation levels of conservation 

activities that protect and enhance critical area functions and values. The work group chose to use the 

second option for the following reasons: 

-  Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛon to critical area protection and 

enhancement. Ecological parameters can change for a wide variety of reasons completely 

outside the control of local agriculture. Douglas County producers do not want to be held 

accountable for things completely outside of their control. 

- There is a direct correlation between conservation activities and critical area protection and 

enhancement. This correlation is provided by the Conservation Practice Physical Effects tool, 

which is discussed in Section 7.1.3 and further elaborated on in Section 8.2 below.   

- Douglas County producers have a long history of implementing conservation activities and are 

committed to continuing to implement them. 

- The data to track participation in conservation activities is readily available in most cases, and 

easy to obtain in others. More information on monitoring participation levels is provided in 

Chapter 9.  

- Measureable trends in ecological parameters may take years to decades to become detectable, 

which does not line up well with the reporting cycle of VSP.  

The work group does recognize the importance of directly monitoring ecological attributes of functions 

and values. Ecological attributes will be monitored as indicators of critical area protection and 

enhancement and are discussed in further detail in Section 8.5.  
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8.2 Linking conservation activities to critical area protection and 

enhancement and the work plan benchmarks 

The Conservation Practice Physical Effects (CPPE) tool discussed in Chapter 7 provides the necessary 

linkage between implementing conservation activities and the resulting critical area protection. CPPE 

provides a specific quantified metric of the benefit to each generalized critical area function for each key 

conservation activity implemented. A county wide benefit for each generalized critical area function 

resulting from the implementation of a specific conservation activity can then be computed using the 

formula below where the CPPE score for the particular function is multiplied by the number of acres 

enrolled in the conservation activity, and then corrected for the number of acres discontinued during 

the same time period. 

 

County-wide benefit of  

conservation activity       = (CPPE Score * acres enrolled) ς (CPPE Score * acres discontinued) 

 implementation 

 

For example, 4015 acres have been enrolled in Conservation Crop Rotation since 2011 and an estimated 

13 acres have been discontinued. Conservation Crop Rotation has a CPPE score of 3.00 for soil health 

and 1.6 for hydrology. Therefore, the total benefit of Conservation Crop Rotation to soil health in 

Douglas County = (3.00*4,015) - (3.00*13) = 12,045 ς 39 = 12,006 CPPE units.  

For hydrology, (1.6*4,015) ς (1.6*13) = 6,424 ς 20.8 = 6,403.2 CPPE units.  

Total county-wide benefits can be calculated for each benchmark of this work plan by adding the results 

of the above formula of each contributing key conservation activity that pertains to the particular 

benchmark. However, to simplify the tracking and reporting process, the Douglas County VSP will use 

acres enrolled to track progress toward meeting benchmarks.  

8.3 The process for setting the 2011 baseline and protection and 

enhancement benchmarks 

The following step were taken to establish the 2011 baseline and protection and enhancement 

benchmarks:  

1. Acquired historic conservation practice enrollment data for Douglas County from the Waterville 

NRCS office4.  

                                                                 

4 The current contact person is Bryce Kruger, Soil Conservationist, 509-745-8362 
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2. Conducted a quality assurance scan of data and removed all clear duplications and corrected 

errors. For example, Field Border was reported in linear feet in some years and acres in other 

years. Records of changes made to raw data are available in the FCCD office in Waterville. 

3. Computed the average historical annual enrollment for each key conservation activity for the 

period of available data to the VSP start date, 2004-2011. 

4. Estimated the percentage of acres annually enrolled in each key conservation activity that were 

discontinued each year. Table 8-1 summarizes the process used to estimate discontinuation.  

5. Computed the average annual acreage discontinued for each conservation activity. 

6. Summed the average annual acreage discontinued for all conservation activities that contribute 

to the benchmark. This number represents the number of acres that need to be enrolled in the 

conservation activities each year to maintain the level of activities being implemented in 2011. 

7. Multiply the result from step six by five to get the 5-year protection benchmark. I.e. every 5 

years this many acres need to be enrolled in the conservation activities that contribute to the 

benchmark to maintain critical area protection.  
8. Enhancement benchmarks were established by summing the average historic annual enrollment 

of each conservation activity that contributes to a benchmark and then multiplying by 5.  

Average historical annual enrollment data (2004-2011) were used to set baseline conditions, instead of 

only 2011 enrollment data, because the average better represents what conservation activities were 

taking place in Douglas County in July of 2011. The data show enrollment in different NRCS conservation 

practices varies from year to year. These variances can be small, as with Field Borders where the 

historical average enrollment is 13.5 acres/year with a range of 1.8-23.5 acres in a single year, to very 

large, as with Upland Wildlife Habitat Management where the historical average enrollment is 1,755 

acres/ year with a range of 0.0-20,740 acres in a single year. The year to year variation can be attributed 

to a variety of things, including but not limited to funding, local/state/national priorities, and technical 

service provider expertise. Therefore, it makes more sense to use historical average of enrollment to set 

benchmarks rather than a single year.  

Only when there is an extreme outlier in the data does using this approach bias averages. One 

conservation practice, Pest Management, does contain an outlier. In 2008, 18,211 acres were enrolled, 

with the next highest enrollment year being almost 13,000 acres less. Current benchmarks as shown 

below include this outlier in the annual historic average.  
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Table 8-1: Discontinuation of conservation activities  

8.4 Benchmarks 

Table 8-2 in this section shows the protection and enhancement benchmarks as required by 

RCW36.70A720(1)(e). Table 8-2 can also be found in Attachment 1 to the work plan.


