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PROTECTION Goals
The watershed work group asserts that the work plan’s PROTECTION goals and benchmarks have been met
during the past five years.
The watershed work group asserts that the work plan’s PROTECTION goals and benchmarks have NOT been
met during the past five years.
ENHANCEMENT Goals
The watershed work group asserts that the work plan’s ENHANCEMENT goals and benchmarks have been met
during the past five years.
The watershed work group asserts that the work plan’s ENHANCEMENT goals and benchmarks have NOT been
met during the past five years.

Strategies and Performance Metrics, Benchmark Results and Monitoring
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Accomplishment

Status
N/A
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in structures or barriers
that result in floodplain disconnection.

Accomplishment
Status
The potential change in the footprint of residential and
Met
agricultural structures on parcels that intersect floodplain
and agriculture appears to represent 0.01% of intersect
(less than 2 acres), less than the adaptive management
threshold of a 10% reduction in area of connected
floodplain. Based on aerial review, nearly all properties
where homes were added were outside of floodplain, or
were added on properties no longer in agricultural use.
The level of floodplain enhancement to restore floodplain
connection exceed any small change measured, including
but not limited to Lower Yakima – Ahtanum Creek
Riparian Enhancement 2015, and 2017 Jack Field 62
Avenue project flood plain enhancement (12 acres), and
2013 Herke Fish Screen Project (1.1 acres), and 2011
North fork Ahtanum Creek Project (160 LF).

Apply regulatory backstop of ﬂood hazard
management regulations.

The regulatory backstop is in place per the Work Plan.

Met

Area of connected ﬂoodplain retained in
areas of agricultural intersect (see riparian
(Row 3) and wetland (Row 6) benchmarks
for cover metrics).

Riparian and wetland protection benchmarks are met in
Lower Yakima.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been no net increase in structures or barriers
resulting in floodplain disconnection, and no reduction in
the area of connected floodplain. Any differences are
below the adaptive management action threshold, and
appear to be offset by floodplain conservation and
enhancement activities. There has been continued
application of the County’s flood hazard management
regulations.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring method has followed the Work Plan adaptive
management matrix and is designed to correspond to the
performance metrics. Monitoring activities include:
• Intersected 2019 WSDA inventory with ﬂood plain layers obtained
during Work Plan development in 2016.
• Regulatory Backstop Review: Mapped parcels in
agricultural/floodplain intersect with structures built 2011 forward.
• Contacted Yakima County Flood Control Zone District to iden fy
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Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No
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new floodplain mapping. (Dianna Woods, 2020) As of 2020, the
mapping conducted during Work Plan development (circa 2016) is still
valid.
• Reviewed ﬂood management projects completed for lands in
agricultural intersect.
o Yakima County Flood Control Zone District CIP Status as of 2020.
o Washington State Recrea on Conserva on Oﬃce (RCO) Salmon
Recovery Portal for floodplain connectivity proposals completed
between July 22, 2011 and June 30, 2020 identifying those related to
agricultural activities.
o Conserva on Districts provided list of conserva on prac ces from
2011‐2020 addressing floodplain functions and values.
• Conserva on Districts reviewed ﬂoodplain intersect area using
ArcGIS web maps, considered areas where Assessor Year Built
information identified structures built between 2011‐2020, considered
areas where floodplain connectivity projects were pursued, and
prioritized areas of field review.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 7 of 265

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in structures or barriers
that result in floodplain disconnection.

Accomplishment
Status
The change in the footprint of residential and agricultural Met
structures on parcels that intersect floodplain and
agriculture appears to represent 0.02% of intersect (less
than 1 acre), less than the adaptive management
threshold of a 10% reduction in area of connected
floodplain. Based on aerial review, nearly all properties
where homes were added were outside of floodplain, or
were added on properties no longer in agricultural use.
The level of floodplain enhancement to restore floodplain
connection exceed any small change measured, including
but not limited to Naches Basin – Cowiche Creek (2011
and 2016, 35.22 acres conserved along 0.5 miles on
Cowiche Creek and 2.5 miles of lower Naches River).

Apply regulatory backstop of ﬂood hazard
management regulations.

The regulatory backstop is in place per the Work Plan.

Met

Area of connected ﬂoodplain retained in
areas of agricultural intersect (see riparian
(Row 3) and wetland (Row 6) benchmarks
for cover metrics).

Riparian and wetland protection benchmarks are met in
the basin.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There has been no net increase in structures or barriers
resulting in floodplain disconnection, and no reduction in
the area of connected floodplain. Any differences are
below the adaptive management action threshold, and
appear to be offset by floodplain conservation and
enhancement activities. There has been continued
application of the County’s flood hazard management
regulations.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring method has followed the Work Plan adaptive
management matrix and designed to correspond to the performance
metrics.Monitoring Activities to address Monitoring Method and
Performance Metrics to Date:
•Intersected 2019 WSDA inventory with ﬂood plain layers obtained
during Work Plan development in 2016.
•Regulatory Backstop Review: Mapped parcels in
agricultural/floodplain intersect with structures built 2011 forward.
•Contacted Yakima County Flood Control Zone District to iden fy
new floodplain mapping. (Dianna Woods, 2020) As of 2020, the
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Adaptive Management?
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Monitoring sufficient?
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mapping conducted during Work Plan development (circa 2016) is still
valid. There is a pending change to the floodplain for Cowiche Creek
by FEMA in 2021. Reviewed Cowiche Addendum 2018 restudy in
interim; it appears the floodplain/agricultural intersect will increase in
the unincorporated area along Cowiche Creek north of US 12.
•Reviewed ﬂood management projects completed for lands in
agricultural intersect.
oYakima County Flood Control Zone District CIP Status as of 2020.
oWashington State Recrea on Conserva on Oﬃce (RCO) Salmon
Recovery Portal for floodplain connectivity proposals completed
between July 22, 2011 and June 30, 2020 identifying those related to
agricultural activities.
oConserva on Districts provided list of conserva on prac ces from
2011‐2020 addressing floodplain functions and values.
•Conserva on Districts reviewed ﬂoodplain intersect area using
ArcGIS web maps, considered areas where Assessor Year Built
information identified structures built between 2011‐2020, considered
areas where floodplain connectivity projects were pursued, and
prioritized areas of field review.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in structures or barriers
that result in floodplain disconnection.

Accomplishment
Status
The change in the footprint of residential and agricultural Met
structures on parcels that intersect floodplain and
agriculture appears to represent 0.02% of intersect (less
than 0.5 acre), less than the adaptive management
threshold of a 10% reduction in area of connected
floodplain. Based on aerial review, nearly all properties
where homes were added were outside of floodplain, or
were added on properties no longer in agricultural use.
The level of floodplain enhancement to restore floodplain
connection exceed any small change measured, including
but not limited to Upper Yakima‐ Wenas Creek (22 acres)
and other conservation practices (2011 Frausto Project ‐
1,386 LF, 2012 Comeau Project ‐ 282 LF, and 2014 Swart
Project ‐ 2,257 LF).

Apply regulatory backstop of ﬂood hazard
management regulations.

The regulatory backstop is in place per Work Plan.

Met

Area of connected ﬂoodplain retained in
areas of agricultural intersect (see riparian
(Row 3) and wetland (Row 6) benchmarks
for cover metrics).

Riparian and wetland protection benchmarks are met in
the basin.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been no net increase in structures or barriers
resulting in floodplain disconnection, and no reduction in
the area of connected floodplain. Any differences are
below the adaptive management action threshold, and
appear to be offset by floodplain conservation and
enhancement activities. There has been continued
application of the County’s flood hazard management
regulations.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring method has followed the Work Plan adaptive
management matrix and designed to correspond to the performance
metrics.Monitoring Activities to address Monitoring Method and
Performance Metrics to Date:
•Intersected 2019 WSDA inventory with ﬂood plain layers obtained
during Work Plan development in 2016.
•Regulatory Backstop Review: Mapped parcels in
agricultural/floodplain intersect with structures built 2011 forward.
•Contacted Yakima County Flood Control Zone District to iden fy
printed 1/13/2021 10:57:12
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Monitoring sufficient?
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new floodplain mapping. (Dianna Woods, 2020) As of 2020, the
mapping conducted during Work Plan development (circa 2016) is still
valid.
•Reviewed ﬂood management projects completed for lands in
agricultural intersect.
oYakima County Flood Control Zone District CIP Status as of 2020.
oWashington State Recrea on Conserva on Oﬃce (RCO) Salmon
Recovery Portal for floodplain connectivity proposals completed
between July 22, 2011 and June 30, 2020 identifying those related to
agricultural activities.
oConserva on Districts provided list of conserva on prac ces from
2011‐2020 addressing floodplain functions and values.
•Conserva on Districts reviewed ﬂoodplain intersect area using
ArcGIS web maps, considered areas where Assessor Year Built
information identified structures built between 2011‐2020, considered
areas where floodplain connectivity projects were pursued, and
prioritized areas of field review.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in structures or barriers
that result in floodplain disconnection.

Accomplishment
Status
No structures were built 2011‐2020 according to Assessor Met
Year Built records.

Apply regulatory backstop of ﬂood hazard
management regulations.

The regulatory backstop is in place in the basin.

Met

Area of connected ﬂoodplain retained in
areas of agricultural intersect (see riparian
(Row 3) and wetland (Row 6) benchmarks
for cover metrics).

There was a small decrease in the agriculture/floodplain
intersect measured (reduction of 4 acres of rangeland).
This may be due to more precise mapping. No loss of
connected floodplain measured.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No structure identified as built in intersect. No known
changes to floodplain intersect due to agriculture.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring method has followed the Work Plan adaptive
management matrix and designed to correspond to the performance
metrics.Monitoring Activities to address Monitoring Method and
Performance Metrics to Date:
•Intersected 2019 WSDA inventory with ﬂood plain layers obtained
during Work Plan development in 2016.
•Regulatory Backstop Review: Mapped parcels in
agricultural/floodplain intersect with structures built 2011 forward.
•Contacted Yakima County Flood Control Zone District to iden fy
new floodplain mapping. (Dianna Woods, 2020) As of 2020, the
mapping conducted during Work Plan development (circa 2016) is still
valid.
•Reviewed ﬂood management projects completed for lands in
agricultural intersect.
oYakima County Flood Control Zone District CIP Status as of 2020.
oWashington State Recrea on Conserva on Oﬃce (RCO) Salmon
Recovery Portal for floodplain connectivity proposals completed
between July 22, 2011 and June 30, 2020 identifying those related to
agricultural activities.
oConserva on Districts provided list of conserva on prac ces from
2011‐2020 addressing floodplain functions and values.
•Conserva on Districts reviewed ﬂoodplain intersect area using
ArcGIS web maps, considered areas where Assessor Year Built
information identified structures built between 2011‐2020, considered
areas where floodplain connectivity projects were pursued, and
prioritized areas of field review.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 1 ‐
Maintain ﬂoodplain connec vity and groundwater recharge during high ﬂows by avoiding an increase in ﬂoodplain
disconnection.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices related to livestock.

Accomplishment
There are no known decreases in livestock management
practices. There are no documented new practices, but
there is no change in the intersect.

Status
Met

Area of riparian vegeta on retained,
except for noxious weeds. Allow riparian
areas to reestablish after natural events.

There is no change in the mapped hydrologic study area.

Met

Area and cover of riparian vegeta on
intersecting agricultural activities.

There is no change in the mapped hydrologic study area.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Remote sensing imagery information is not available from WDFW.
Tracking of conservation practices is employed as allowed in the Work
Plan. Review of aerials and reference to available watershed
assessments and basin programs also included.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices related to livestock.

Accomplishment
There are no known decreases in livestock management
practices. There are no documented new practices. The
area of change in intersect was addition to
CRP/Conservation.

Status
Met

Area of riparian vegeta on retained,
except for noxious weeds. Allow riparian
areas to reestablish after natural events.

The area of change in intersect was due to change from
rangeland to CRP/conservation (7 acres).

Met

Area and cover of riparian vegeta on
intersecting agricultural activities.

The area of change in intersect was due to change from
rangeland to CRP/conservation (7 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Change from rangeland to cropland shows addition to
CRP/Conservation. No substantive change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Remote sensing imagery information is not available from WDFW.
Tracking of conservation practices is employed as allowed in the Work
Plan. Review of aerials and reference to available watershed
assessments and basin programs also included.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:12

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 19 of 265

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices related to livestock.

Accomplishment
Several best management practices were added related
to livestock from 2011 to 2019: Off‐site watering facility
(9 added, 2 projects), and fencing (6 projects,
approximately 46,745 lineal feet of riparian fencing,
animal exclusion, etc.).

Area of riparian vegetation retained,
except for noxious weeds. Allow riparian
areas to reestablish after natural events.

From 2011 to 2019, tree shrub establishment
Met
conservation practices equalled 8.73 acres, and included
new area and maintenance/weed control. In addition
there are other regional proejcts occuring on agricultural
land such as the Toppenish to Teanaway proejct intended
to restore riparain area on miles of streams.

Area and cover of riparian vegetation
intersecting agricultural activities.

Because there is no available riparian data set, a
Met
hydrologic study area was defined consistent with the
Work Plan, based on a distance of 100 feet from streams,
lakes, and wetlands for analysis purposes. This does not
imply that there is actual riparian area or a buffer; it was
an area of review. There has been a change from
rangeland to cropland, largely due to improved mapping,
as well as due to change from rangeland to irrigated
cropland. The level of potential change of rangeland to
cropland is 0.7% and is below the adaptive management
threshold of 5% decrease in riparian cover. As well due
to conservation practices tracked (livestock and riparian)
as well as regional riparian enhancement projects
occurring on agricultural lands there should be no net loss
of riparian area. See 8.73 acres of tree/shrub
establishment from 2011 to 2019 described above. Other
regional projects include: Lower Yakima – Ahtanum Creek
Riparian Enhancement 2015; NRCS Regional Conservation
Partnership Program, Project 4, the Yakama Nation On‐
Reservation Lower Yakima Basin Restoration Project
(2019), and Project 10: Yakima Integrated Plan ‐
Toppenish to Teanaway.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

The changes in the hydrologic study areas are small below
the adaptive management thresholds; changes may not
represent habitat loss since the hydrologic study area does
not necessarily mean habitat is present. There have been
conservation practices to maintain and enhance riparian
areas that far exceed the levels of hypothetical change in
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the hydrologic study area.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Remote sensing imagery information is not available from WDFW.
Tracking of conservation practices is employed as allowed in the Work
Plan. Review of aerials and reference to available watershed
assessments and basin programs also included.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices related to livestock.

Accomplishment
Several best management practices were added related
to livestock from 2011 to 2019: Off‐site watering facility
(6 features, 5 sites), and fencing (5 projects,
approximately 17,878 lineal feet of riparian fencing,
animal exclusion, etc.).

Area of riparian vegeta on retained,
except for noxious weeds. Allow riparian
areas to reestablish after natural events.

From 2011 to 2019, riparian plant maintenance and weed Met
control and riparian plantings were established (9
projects, at least 15.82 acres).

Area and cover of riparian vegeta on
intersecting agricultural activities.

There has been a measured change from rangeland to
cropland of 31 acres from the baseline to 2019 but all
categories appear to be improved mapping rather than
measurable change in the hydrologic study area: Pasture,
fallow, hay/silage.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Status
Met

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes

The changes in the hydrologic study areas appear to be
due to improved mapping rather than change to
conditions. There have been conservation practices to
maintain and enhance riparian areas.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Remote sensing imagery information is not available from WDFW.
Tracking of conservation practices is employed as allowed in the Work
Plan. Review of aerials and reference to available watershed
assessments and basin programs also included.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices related to livestock.

Accomplishment
Several best management practices were added related
to livestock from 2011 to 2019: Off‐site watering facility
(8 features, 3 sites), fencing (6 projects, approximately
10,451 lineal feet of riparian fencing, animal exclusion,
etc.), and access control (1 acre).

Area of riparian vegeta on retained,
except for noxious weeds. Allow riparian
areas to reestablish after natural events.

From 2011 to 2019, riparian plant maintenance and weed Met
control and riparian plantings were accomplished (3
projects, at least 14.03 acres).

Area and cover of riparian vegeta on
intersecting agricultural activities.

There has been a measured change from rangeland to
Met
cropland of 47 acres from the baseline to 2019 but it
appears to be improved mapping of pasture. There are 65
acres of increased agriculture intersect in the hydrologic
study area that is undetermined in terms of whether it is
existing or new agriculture, and whether it affects riparian
area in the hydrologic study area. However, the percent
change is 0.9%, well below the adaptive management
threshold of 5% decrease in riparian cover. There have
been riparian improvements too (3 projects with at least
14.03 acres) from 2011 to 2019.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Status
Met

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
The changes in the hydrologic study areas are small below
the adaptive management thresholds; changes may not
represent habitat loss since the hydrologic study area does
not necessarily mean habitat is present. There have been
conservation practices to maintain and enhance riparian
areas that far exceed the levels of hypothetical change in
the hydrologic study area.

Benchmark Monitoring
Remote sensing imagery information is not available from WDFW.
Tracking of conservation practices is employed as allowed in the Work
Plan. Review of aerials and reference to available watershed
assessments and basin programs also included.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 2 ‐
Manage riparian vegeta on to maintain instream habitat, limit risk of channel migra on into agricultural ﬁelds,
maintain shading of stream, and other water quality functions.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices related to livestock.

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known decreases in livestock management
Met
practices, and no known new practices.There are 3 fewer
acres in rangeland considering the baseline and 2019, but
no change in cropland. This may be due to the cessation
of agriculture or change in mapping accuracy.

Area of riparian vegeta on retained,
except for noxious weeds. Allow riparian
areas to reestablish after natural events.

There is a small reduction in the footprint of the
rangeland intersect of 3 acres in the hydrologic study
area, which may be due to a change to non‐agricultural
uses or otherwise due to improvement in mapping. No
change appears to be due to agriculture.

Met

Area and cover of riparian vegeta on
intersecting agricultural activities.

There is a small reduction in the footprint of the
rangeland intersect of 3 acres in the hydrologic study
area, which may be due to a change to non‐agricultural
uses or otherwise due to improvement in mapping. No
change appears to be due to agriculture.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Minor reduction in intersect; potential non‐Ag use or map
correction.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Remote sensing imagery information is not available from WDFW.
Tracking of conservation practices is employed as allowed in the Work
Plan. Review of aerials and reference to available watershed
assessments and basin programs also included.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Absent background regula ons and
TMDLs , number and extent of best
management practices maintained to
reduce runoff and protect groundwater
quality in critical aquifer recharge areas.

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known additional developments on
Met
agricultural areas affecting runoff or groundwater quality.
There is no change in the intersect.

Percentage of best management
practices functioning as designed to
protect water quality.

There is no mapped cropland, and no known irrigation
practices based on WSDA inventories. There is no change
in the intersect.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No irrigation or cropland inventoried. No change in
rangeland footprint.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Based on spatial mapping, aerial review, Assessor record review, and
WSDA record review, there are no known additional developments on
agricultural areas affecting runoff or groundwater quality. Practices
are indicated in the Census of Agriculture but not geographically
identified.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Absent background regula ons and
TMDLs, number and extent of best
management practices maintained to
reduce runoff and protect groundwater
quality in critical aquifer recharge areas.

Accomplishment
Best management practices include an increase in
efficient irrigation (65.8 acres) and decrease in less
efficient irrigation practices (‐71.2 acres).

Percentage of best management
practices functioning as designed to
protect water quality.

Conservation Districts inspect conservation practices in
Met
accordance with cost share agreements. With monitoring,
there are no known practices that didn’t meet objectives.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Improved irrigation. No change in footprint.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The WSDA identifies irrigation practices for cropland and is the most
detailed source of privately‐initiated practices that may not be funded
through programs; it is available in all basins where cropland has been
inventoried including Rock Glade. Other practices are supported by
NRCS but are not geographically specified. Practices are further
indicated in the Census of Agriculture but not geographically identified.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Absent background regula ons and
TMDLs, number and extent of best
management practices maintained to
reduce runoff and protect groundwater
quality in critical aquifer recharge areas.

Accomplishment
Status
About 95 practices have been installed by the SYCD from Met
2011‐2020 including those addressing surface and
groundwater quality, soil quality, irrigation and water use,
and other improvements. In addition there have been at
least 200 no‐till practices that can help reduce runoff on
about 9,300 acres. The NYCD has also implemented 9
offsite watering facilities in Lower Yakima. In addition
there are 6 projects addressing riparian/livestock
exclusoin fencing (46,745 lineal feet).

Percentage of best management
practices functioning as designed to
protect water quality.

The NYCD and SYCD inspect conservation practices in
Met
accordance with cost share agreements. Most of these
water quality practices have been installed in the SYCD
area of responsibility, and the SYCD indicates the
practices are inspected at least annually. No‐till
participants are contacted three times per year. The SYCD
has indicated that due to the intensive monitoring, there
are no known practices that didn’t meet objectives.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Improved irrigation; installation of groundwater and soil
health practices; monitoring conducted.

Benchmark Monitoring
Both the NYCD and SYCD have offered cost shares to reduce runoff.
Surface and groundwater practices were entered into a tracking tool
(via database or mapping tool). Practices are monitored at least
annually to ensure protection of water quality. Other practices are
supported by NRCS but are not geographically specified. Practices are
further indicated in the Census of Agriculture but not geographically
identified. The WSDA identifies irrigation practices for cropland and is
the most detailed source of privately‐initiated practices that may not
be funded through programs; it is available in all basins where
cropland has been inventoried.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:13

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 32 of 265

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Absent background regula ons and
TMDLs, number and extent of best
management practices maintained to
reduce runoff and protect groundwater
quality in critical aquifer recharge areas.

Accomplishment
They NYCD has implemented 18.9 acres of no till practice
and 1 irrigation pipeline (319 lineal feet), as well as 4
water trust agreements addressing low flow water
quality, and 6 offsite or off‐stream watering to benefit
water quality. In addition there are 5 projects addressing
riparian/livestock exclusoin fencing (17,878 lineal feet).

Status
Met

Percentage of best management
practices functioning as designed to
protect water quality.

The NYCD inspects conservation practices in accordance
with cost share agreements. There are no known
practices that didn’t meet objectives.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Improved irrigation; installation of soil health practices;
exclusion fencing/offsite watering, and other similar
measures; monitoring conducted.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The NYCD has offered cost shares to reduce runoff. Conservation
practices were entered into a tracking tool (via database or mapping
tool). Practices are monitored in accordance with terms of cost share.
Other practices are supported by NRCS but are not geographically
specified. Practices are further indicated in the Census of Agriculture
but not geographically identified. The WSDA identifies irrigation
practices for cropland and is the most detailed source of privately‐
initiated practices that may not be funded through programs; it is
available in all basins where cropland has been inventoried.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Absent background regulations and
TMDLs, number and extent of best
management practices maintained to
reduce runoff and protect groundwater
quality in critical aquifer recharge areas.

Accomplishment
The NYCD has implemented 8 offsite watering facilities
and 6 exclusion or riparian fencing projects (10,451 lineal
feet) that can assist with surface water quality.

Status
Met

Percentage of best management
practices functioning as designed to
protect water quality.

The NYCD inspects conservation practices in accordance
with cost share agreements. There are no known
practices that didn’t meet objectives.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Improved irrigation; exclusion fencing/offsite watering,
and other similar measures; monitoring conducted.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

The NYCD has offered cost shares to reduce runoff. Conservation
practices were entered into a tracking tool (via database or mapping
tool). Practices are monitored in accordance with terms of cost share.
Other practices are supported by NRCS but are not geographically
specified. Practices are further indicated in the Census of Agriculture
but not geographically identified. The WSDA identifies irrigation
practices for cropland and is the most detailed source of privately‐
initiated practices that may not be funded through programs; it is
available in all basins where cropland has been inventoried.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
No irrigation or cropland inventoried. No change in
rangeland footprint (1 acre of difference could be due to
reduction in agricultural uses or due to more accurate
mapping). Watershed plans for WRIA 40‐Alkali‐
Squilchuck do not apply to the area of rangeland
intersection in Yakima County.

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Status
N/A

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 3 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to maintain surface and groundwater quality (rely on
regulatory backstop for pesticides, dairy nutrients, and stormwater).
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
Status
No mapped barriers in basin in area of intersect in county. N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
Status
No mapped barriers in basin in area of intersect in county. N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in the number of ﬁsh
passage barriers related to agricultural
activities

Accomplishment
There has been no net increase in fish passage barriers.
There have been 7 conservation projects addressing fish
passage and instream habitat from 2011 to 2019.

Surveyed number of ﬁsh passage barriers
Reviewed fish passage barriers via the North Yakima
and unscreened diversions associated with Conservation District and Washington State Fish Passage
agriculture.
Map. There has been no net increase in fish passage
barriers.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
The number of road crossings and miscellaneous
blockages has not increased. About 7 projects to remove
fish passage barriers and improve fish habitat were
installed.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Exceeded

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring has included the WDFW fish passage barrier map, NYCD
review, and Yakima Tributary Access & Habitat Program (YTAHP)
reports.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in the number of ﬁsh
passage barriers related to agricultural
activities

Accomplishment
There has been no net increase in fish passage barriers.
The number of inventoried dams has decreased in the
Naches watershed due to reductions along Cowiche
Creek. There have been 11 fish passage improvements
(10 sites) from 2011 to 2019.

Surveyed number of ﬁsh passage barriers
Reviewed fish passage barriers via the North Yakima
and unscreened diversions associated with Conservation District and Washington State Fish Passage
agriculture.
Map. There has been no net increase in fish passage
barriers.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Monitoring has included the WDFW fish passage barrier map, NYCD
review, and Yakima Tributary Access & Habitat Program (YTAHP)
reports.
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Met

Adaptive Management?

The number of road crossings and miscellaneous
blockages has not increased. The number of inventoried
dams has decreased in the Naches watershed due to
reductions along Cowiche Creek. About 11 barrier
removals/fish screens were accomplished.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Exceeded

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
No net increase in the number of ﬁsh
passage barriers related to agricultural
activities

Accomplishment
Status
The number of dams increased along Dry Creek and
Met
Wenas Creek based on surveys as recent as 2019. The fish
passage blockages were reviewed by the North Yakima
Conservation District. It appears that these newly
inventoried barriers are: 1) older than 2011 and part of
stream survey conducted under VSP for riparian / stream
enhancement activities for future NYCD programs; or 2)
they are no longer related to agriculture (e.g. agricultural
activity has ceased). There has been one project to
provide a compliant fish screen on an irrigation pump
diversion.

Surveyed number of ﬁsh passage
barriers and unscreened diversions
associated with agriculture.

Reviewed fish passage barriers via the North Yakima
Conservation District and Washington State Fish Passage
Map. There has been no net increase in fish passage
barriers.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?

The number of inventoried fish passage barriers increased,
but these newly inventoried barriers are: 1) older than
2011 and part of a stream survey conducted under VSP for
riparian / stream enhancement activities for future NYCD
programs; or 2) they are no longer related to agriculture
(e.g. agricultural activity has ceased). As well a
conservation practice was accomplished to install a
compliant fish screen on an irrigation pump diversion.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring has included the WDFW fish passage barrier map, NYCD
review, and Yakima Tributary Access & Habitat Program (YTAHP)
reports.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 4 ‐
Maintain condi ons for ﬁsh passage related to agriculture. This includes maintaining the current passable/non‐
barrier crossings to remain passable.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Accomplishment
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland protected in CRP,
There was no change in intersect from the baseline to
conservation easement, or in‐fee purchase 2019, and no change in irrigated cropland.
(retained in area or function).

Status
Met

Number and extent of prac ces that
avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
functions (area of practices to protect
water quality, hydrology, and/or habitat).
See riparian metrics above.

There was no change in intersect from the baseline to
2019, and no change in irrigated cropland.

Met

Recognize federal wetland regulatory
backstop.

The regulatory backstop in place.

Met

Area of wetland and percent cover in
There was no change in intersect from the baseline to
mapped wetlands using Ecology’s Wetland 2019, and no change in irrigated cropland.
Change Analysis, if it becomes available. In
the interim, riparian cover in areas
intersecting mapped wetlands and
agriculture will be used as a proxy.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

No change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

The Tracking Tool has been the primary means of monitoring. Remote
sending data has not been available from Ecology, and instead the
tracking tool and riparian results have been used as referenced in the
Work Plan. Aerial photo review (current and historic) has also been
used, and indicate much of the area of change is due to improved
mapping rather than actual change.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:13

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 46 of 265

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Accomplishment
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland protected in CRP,
There was no change in intersect from the baseline to
conservation easement, or in‐fee purchase 2019, and no change in irrigated cropland.
(retained in area or function).

Status
Met

Number and extent of prac ces that
avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
functions (area of practices to protect
water quality, hydrology, and/or habitat).
See riparian metrics above.

There was no change in intersect from the baseline to
2019, and no change in irrigated cropland. In the
hydrologic study area (proxy for riparian) there is area
protected with CRP/Conservation.

Met

Recognize federal wetland regulatory
backstop.

The regulatory backstop is in place.

Met

Area of wetland and percent cover in
mapped wetlands using Ecology’s Wetland
Change Analysis, if it becomes available. In
the interim, riparian cover in areas
intersecting mapped wetlands and
agriculture will be used as a proxy.

There was no change in intersect from the baseline to
2019, and no change in irrigated cropland. In the
hydrologic study area (proxy for riparian) there is area
protected with CRP/Conservation.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
No change in intersect. No change in irrigated cropland.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

The Tracking Tool has been the primary means of monitoring. Remote
sending data has not been available from Ecology, and instead the
tracking tool and riparian results have been used as referenced in the
Work Plan. Aerial photo review (current and historic) has also been
used, and indicate much of the area of change is due to improved
mapping rather than actual change.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland protected in CRP,
conservation easement, or in‐fee purchase
(retained in area or function).

Accomplishment
Status
There is a small wetland area of CRP/Conservation at 2
Met
acres. Based on 2019 WSDA inventories there has been
no gain or loss of CRP land overlapping wetlands since the
baseline. The amount of conservation easements or
purchase is not known. Also see riparian.

Number and extent of prac ces that
avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
functions (area of practices to protect
water quality, hydrology, and/or habitat).
See riparian metrics above.

There are wetland enhancement projects in areas of
agriculture underway (Yakama Riparian & Wetlands
Project Wapato Reach). Also see riparian results.

Met

Recognize federal wetland regulatory
backstop.

The regulatory backstop is in place.

Met

Area of wetland and percent cover in
mapped wetlands using Ecology’s Wetland
Change Analysis, if it becomes available. In
the interim, riparian cover in areas
intersecting mapped wetlands and
agriculture will be used as a proxy.

There is a minor change in the intersect, mostly due to
Met
improved mapping; it may not represent "on the ground"
change. The area of change is 0.3% to 1% at most, below
the 5% adaptive management threshold. Based on a
review of current and historical aerial photos and areas of
change in the intersect mapping, it appears that even
where irrigated crops are shown, there were crops since
at least 2011, or changes outside of the mapped wetlands
areas. See riparian results as well.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Areas of change in the wetland intersect are small and
below adaptive management thresholds. Much of the
difference is due to improved mapping rather than true
change. Some difference shows change from rangeland to
cropland but not necessarily a loss of wetlands; a review
of current and historical aerial photos indicates that even
for rangeland mapped with irrigated cropland in areas of
wetlands intersect, the aerial photos show historic
cropping as of 2011. The regulatory backstop of federal
wetlands regulations apply. Conservation practices have
been conducted since the Work Plan baseline in riparian
and wetlands areas intersecting with agriculture. There
are also ongoing activities to restore and enhance
wetlands in floodplains on agricultural land.

Benchmark Monitoring
The Tracking Tool has been the primary means of monitoring. Remote
sending data has not been available from Ecology, and instead the
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tracking tool and riparian results have been used as referenced in the
Work Plan. Aerial photo review (current and historic) has also been
used, and indicate much of the area of change is due to improved
mapping rather than actual change.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Accomplishment
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland protected in CRP,
There are no changes in acreage in CRP, conservation, or
conservation easement, or in‐fee purchase in‐fee purchase.
(retained in area or function).

Status
Met

Number and extent of prac ces that
avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
functions (area of practices to protect
water quality, hydrology, and/or habitat).
See riparian metrics above.

The following conservation practice was completed:
Dedicated wetland area for Lust Spring Project 2018 at
1.04 acres. See also riparian results.

Met

Recognize federal wetland regulatory
backstop.

The regulatory backstop is in place.

Met

Area of wetland and percent cover in
The change in the wetland intersect was due to improved Met
mapped wetlands using Ecology’s Wetland mapping (e.g. fallow/idle, non‐irrigated).
Change Analysis, if it becomes available. In
the interim, riparian cover in areas
intersecting mapped wetlands and
agriculture will be used as a proxy.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
Change in the intersect appears due to improved mapping.
A conservation practice was documented to address
wetlands.

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

The Tracking Tool has been the primary means of monitoring. Remote
Yes
sending data has not been available from Ecology, and instead the
tracking tool and riparian results have been used as referenced in the
Work Plan. Aerial photo review (current and historic) has also been
used, and indicate much of the area of change is due to improved
mapping rather than actual change.
Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland protected in CRP,
conservation easement, or in‐fee purchase
(retained in area or function).

Accomplishment
Status
There appears to be no change in the area of wetland
Met
intersecting agriculture regarding CRP, conservation, or in‐
fee purchase.

Number and extent of prac ces that
avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
functions (area of practices to protect
water quality, hydrology, and/or habitat).
See riparian metrics above.

See riparian results.

Met

Recognize federal wetland regulatory
backstop.

The regulatory backstop is in place.

Met

Area of wetland and percent cover in
mapped wetlands using Ecology’s Wetland
Change Analysis, if it becomes available. In
the interim, riparian cover in areas
intersecting mapped wetlands and
agriculture will be used as a proxy.

The area of change from rangeland to cropland in the
wetland intersect is largely due to improved mapping
(98% of review acres) rather than potential changes to
irrigated crops (about 1.2 ac or 2%); changes are below
the adaptive management threshold. The presence of
irrigated crops may not indicate actual wetland loss as
wetlands are protected under state and federal laws.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Areas of change in the wetland intersect are small and
below adaptive management thresholds. Much of the
difference is due to improved mapping rather than true
change. Some difference shows change from rangeland to
cropland but not necessarily a loss of wetlands. The
regulatory backstop of federal wetlands regulations apply.
Conservation practices have been conducted since the
Work Plan baseline in riparian and wetlands areas
intersecting with agriculture. There are also ongoing
activities to restore and enhance wetlands in floodplains
on agricultural land.

Benchmark Monitoring
The Tracking Tool has been the primary means of monitoring. Remote
sending data has not been available from Ecology, and instead the
tracking tool and riparian results have been used as referenced in the
Work Plan. Aerial photo review (current and historic) has also been
used, and indicate much of the area of change is due to improved
mapping rather than actual change.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:13

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes

No

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 53 of 265

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 5 ‐
Protect the func ons and values of naturally occurring wetlands.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Accomplishment
Area of shrub‐steppe managed to limit
No intersect.
landcover disturbance (area of interface or
overlap).

Status
N/A

Area of shrub‐steppe managed to
No intersect.
promote shrub‐steppe functions‐ may
include managed grazing (area of managed
grazing or public/private grazing).

N/A

Area of shrub‐steppe protected
No intersect.
(annual/seasonal review of area and native
cover compared to baseline).

N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe managed to limit
landcover disturbance (area of interface or
overlap).

Accomplishment
In the area of change from rangeland to cropland, the
land has been included in the Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP/Conservation).

Status
Met

Area of shrub‐steppe managed to
In area of change from rangeland to cropland, the land
promote shrub‐steppe functions‐ may
has been included in the Conservation Reserve Program
include managed grazing (area of managed (CRP/Conservation).
grazing or public/private grazing).

Met

Area of shrub‐steppe protected
The area of shrub reduction was greater between 2011
(annual/seasonal review of area and native and 2017 and due to shrub growth the amount of change
cover compared to baseline).
decreased between 2011 and 2019. Changes may be due
to fire, and some may be due to natural processes.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
The area of change appears to be improved mapping and
inclusion of area in CRP/Conservation.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring includes the tracking tool, windshield site visits, aerial
photo review, and remote sensing. The results of remote sensing and
areas of change were shared with a panel of experts.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe managed to limit
landcover disturbance (area of interface or
overlap).

Accomplishment
From 2011 to 2020, conservation practices include
replacing 7.5 miles of exclusion fencing after a fire. Also,
there is a project being implemented that includes 30‐
acres of greenstrip planting along Hwy 24 ‐ the Wiserma
Greenstrip Blackrock Pilot 2019‐2021.

Status
Met

Area of shrub‐steppe managed to
Conservation practices include replacing 7.5 miles of
promote shrub‐steppe functions‐ may
exclusion fencing after a fire (from 2011 to 2020).
include managed grazing (area of managed
grazing or public/private grazing).

Met

Area of shrub‐steppe protected
The area of shrub reduction was greater between 2011
(annual/seasonal review of area and native and 2017 and due to shrub growth the amount of change
cover compared to baseline).
decreased between 2011 and 2019. Changes may be due
to fire, and some may be due to natural processes. There
has been some change in the rangeland such as
conversion to cropland, but those areas of change are
small and largely due to improved mapping. There is
about a 0.003% area of potential conversion below the
adaptive management threshold.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Through imagery analysis and updated intersect there
have been some small areas of change from shrub‐steppe
to irrigated cropland (e.g. orchard and vineyard), though
some lands were in production prior to 2011 and laid
fallow. The changes are generally expansions of footprint
of ongoing operations. Some change occurred before
Work Plan approval in 2017. The areas of change fall
below the adaptive management threshold. There have
been some areas of conservation practices such as the
Wiserma Greenstrip Blackrock Pilot and exclusion fencing.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring includes the tracking tool, windshield site visits, aerial
photo review, and remote sensing. The results of remote sensing and
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areas of change were shared with a panel of experts.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe managed to limit
landcover disturbance (area of interface or
overlap).

Accomplishment
In 2014, WDFW purchased rangeland from Tieton Cattle
Company, but there continues to be limited grazing
prescriptions. The land is approximately 1,612 acres in
area. In 2019, WDFW purchased the 4,698 acre Van Wyk
property; it is still a "working land" with grazing
agreements.

Status
Met

Area of shrub‐steppe managed to
promote shrub‐steppe functions‐ may
include managed grazing (area of managed
grazing or public/private grazing).

In 2014, WDFW purchased rangeland from Tieton Cattle
Company, but there continues to be limited grazing
prescriptions. The land is approximately 1,612 acres in
area. In 2019, WDFW purchased the 4,698 acre Van Wyk
property; it is still a "working land" with grazing
agreements.

Met

The imagery analysis shows an increase of grassland and
Area of shrub‐steppe protected
(annual/seasonal review of area and native decrease in shrubland between 2011 and 2017,
recovering more shrubland by 2019. There are some
cover compared to baseline).
areas of potential change from rangeland to irrigated
cropland. The area of change is 0.1%, less than the
adaptive management threshoold of 2.5%,

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There is a small area of change from rangeland to
cropland (e.g. orchard, approx. 69 acres) below the
adaptive management threshold of 2.5%. There have been
some areas of conservation such as prescribed grazing on
a much larger property (1,612 acres).

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring includes the tracking tool, windshield site visits, aerial
photo review, and remote sensing. The results of remote sensing and
areas of change were shared with a panel of experts.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe managed to limit
landcover disturbance (area of interface or
overlap).

Accomplishment
Status
There has been a change from rangeland to cropland
Met
though most change is due to improved mapping (e.g.
pasture) as well as change to orchard. The amount of
change is about 0.001%, less than the 2.5% adaptive
management threshold.
The NYCD worked with producers to address response to
the Evans Creek fire. These contacts were sought to
exchange vital technical information related to flooding
concerns, mass debris flow potentials, water quality
degradation as well as potential threat to life and
property. The work included site visits and follow‐up with
landowners as well as coordination with responsible
entities such as the DNR, WDFW, BLM, USGS, NOAA,
NRCS, etc.

Area of shrub‐steppe managed to
promote shrub‐steppe functions‐ may
include managed grazing (area of managed
grazing or public/private grazing).

Grazing continues to occur on rangeland. There has been
a reduction of rangeland to cropland. The amount of
change is about 0.001%, less than the 2.5% adaptive
management threshold.

Met

Using imagery analysis, the area of shrub reduction was
Met
Area of shrub‐steppe protected
(annual/seasonal review of area and native greater between 2011 and 2017, but due to shrub growth
the amount of change decreased between 2011 and
cover compared to baseline).
2019. Changes may be due to fire, and some may be due
to natural processes. There has been some change in the
rangeland such as conversion to cropland, but those
areas of change are small as identified in the change in
shrub‐steppe intersect above.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Through imagery analysis and updated intersect there
have been some small areas of change from shrub‐steppe
to irrigated cropland (e.g. orchard), though some lands
were in production prior to 2011 and laid fallow. The
changes are generally expansions of footprints of ongoing
operations. Some changes occurred since 2011 but before
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Work Plan approval in 2017. The areas of change fall
below the adaptive management threshold.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

The monitoring includes the tracking tool, windshield site visits, aerial
Yes
photo review, and remote sensing. The results of remote sensing and
areas of change were shared with a panel of experts.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

No

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 6 ‐
Maintain func ons of shrub‐steppe habitat, especially areas with deep soils through voluntary management and
protection measures. Examples include but are not limited to:
* managed grazing at appropriate mes
* develop public/private grazing plans that enhance cri cal areas and agricultural viability.
* na ve bunch grass propaga on. Using exis ng bunch grasses; divide plants into halves or quarters and replant.
Best done in late fall /winter.
* develop ﬁreﬁgh ng strategies that protect shrub‐steppe habitats that compliment VSP plan goals (see also Table
2).
* install rain guzzlers in rangeland shrub‐steppe areas to provide water sources for both livestock and wildlife.
Strategy/Metric Description
Accomplishment
Area of shrub‐steppe managed to limit
There is no change in the intersect.
landcover disturbance (area of interface or
overlap).

Status
Met

Area of shrub‐steppe managed to
Grazing on rangeland continues. There is no change in the Met
promote shrub‐steppe functions‐ may
intersect.
include managed grazing (area of managed
grazing or public/private grazing).
Area of shrub‐steppe protected
Using imagery analysis, the area of shrub reduction was
Met
(annual/seasonal review of area and native greater between 2011 and 2017, but due to shrub growth
cover compared to baseline).
the amount of change decreased between 2011 and
2019. Changes may be due to fire, and some may be due
to natural processes.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

No change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The monitoring includes the tracking tool, windshield site visits, aerial
photo review, and remote sensing. The results of remote sensing and
areas of change were shared with a panel of experts.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

No

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Accomplishment
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or There has been no change in the intersect.
pinch point protected (connectivity
retained). Area of voluntary informal set‐
aside’s by producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

No change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring
Areas of change in the intersect were reviewed including areas of
change from rangeland to irrigated cropland. The areas of change
were reviewed on aerial imagery and with windshield reviews. Remote
sensing included the shrub‐steppe analysis and consideration of an
expert panel. The tracking tool was reviewed for implemented
conservation practices.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point protected (connectivity
retained). Area of voluntary informal set‐
aside’s by producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Accomplishment
Status
There was a small change from rangeland to cropland,
Met
and most of the area of change is designated as
CRP/Cropland. Some undetermined areas appear to be
cropland surveyed prior to baseline of 2011. Area of
potential change is ‐0.1% for linkage centrality and ‐0.02%
for pinch point, below the 2.5% adaptive management
threshold.

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There have been small areas of potential conversion from
rangeland to irrigated crops in the linkage centrality and
pinch point corridors, but below adaptive management
thresholds; much of the change from rangeland to
cropland added land to CRP/Conservation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Areas of change in the intersect were reviewed including areas of
change from rangeland to irrigated cropland. The areas of change
were reviewed on aerial imagery and with windshield reviews. Remote
sensing included the shrub‐steppe analysis and consideration of an
expert panel. The tracking tool was reviewed for implemented
conservation practices.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point protected (connectivity
retained). Area of voluntary informal set‐
aside’s by producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Accomplishment
There was a small area of change in intersect primarily
due to improved mapping (e.g. pasture, no irrigation).
There are some areas that appear to have changed from
rangeland to cropland including vineyards, herbs,
orchards, etc. The amount of change is ‐0.1% linkage
centrality and ‐0.1% pinch points, below the adaptive
management threshold of 2.5%. As of 2020, there were
conservation practices implemented and in progress in
the habitat corridors including cattle exclusion fencing
(7.5 miles) and green strips (30 acres) that could help
retain habitat conditions and functions.

Comments
There have been small areas of potential conversion from
rangeland to irrigated crops in the linkage centrality and
pinch point corridors, but below adaptive management
thresholds.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Areas of change in the intersect were reviewed including areas of
change from rangeland to irrigated cropland. The areas of change
were reviewed on aerial imagery and with windshield reviews. Remote
sensing included the shrub‐steppe analysis and consideration of an
expert panel. The tracking tool was reviewed for implemented
conservation practices.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point protected (connectivity
retained). Area of voluntary informal set‐
aside’s by producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Accomplishment
Status
There are small areas of change ‐0.4% linkage centrality
Met
and ‐0.4% pinch points. This is due in part to improved
mapping as well as due to change from rangeland to
cropland, e.g. orchards. There has been conservation that
more than offsets this change including land purchased
by WDFW from Tieton Cattle Company where there are
limited grazing prescriptions on property totalling about
1,612 acres. In 2019, WDFW purchased the 4,698 acre
Van Wyk property; it is still a "working land" with grazing
agreements.

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There have been small areas of potential conversion from
rangeland to irrigated crops in the linkage centrality and
pinch point corridors, but below adaptive management
thresholds; and conservation of a 1,612 acre property
occurred and allows limited grazing prescriptions.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Areas of change in the intersect were reviewed including areas of
change from rangeland to irrigated cropland. The areas of change
were reviewed on aerial imagery and with windshield reviews. Remote
sensing included the shrub‐steppe analysis and consideration of an
expert panel. The tracking tool was reviewed for implemented
conservation practices.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point protected (connectivity
retained). Area of voluntary informal set‐
aside’s by producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Accomplishment
There has been a small change from rangeland to
cropland such as orchards, as well as improved mapping.
Potential change is ‐0.28% linkage centrality and ‐0.18%
pinch point, below the adaptive management threshold
of 2.5%.

Comments
There have been small areas of potential conversion from
rangeland to irrigated crops in the linkage centrality and
pinch point corridors, but below adaptive management
thresholds.

Benchmark Monitoring
Areas of change in the intersect were reviewed including areas of
change from rangeland to irrigated cropland. The areas of change
were reviewed on aerial imagery and with windshield reviews. Remote
sensing included the shrub‐steppe analysis and consideration of an
expert panel. The tracking tool was reviewed for implemented
conservation practices.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 7 ‐
Maintain habitat connec vity in important linkage centrality areas or pinch points.
Accomplishment
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or There has been no change in the mapped intersect.
pinch point protected (connectivity
retained). Area of voluntary informal set‐
aside’s by producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Areas of change in the intersect were reviewed including areas of
change from rangeland to irrigated cropland. The areas of change
were reviewed on aerial imagery and with windshield reviews. Remote
sensing included the shrub‐steppe analysis and consideration of an
expert panel. The tracking tool was reviewed for implemented
conservation practices.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

No

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of pollinator habitat protected
(based on areal cover of host species
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There has been a decrease in bare ground (‐279 acres).

Status
Met

Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans.

There is no cropland and likely no IPM.

N/A

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

The small increase in bare ground appears due to fire.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Tracking to date on irrigation practices has been available annually
Yes
and across each basin from WSDA. The extent of IPM or no‐till
practices has not fully captured the number and extent of best
management practices; however, evidence is that producers are
implementing helpful practices per consultation with an entomological
expert at WSU Extension. This report considered data evaluation
approaches of published studies regarding crop types that positively or
adversely affect bee abundance.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

No

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of pollinator habitat protected
(based on areal cover of host species
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There was an increase in bare ground (1,438 acres), but
this appears due to fire. There was an increase in bee
supportive crops (1%).

Status
Met

Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans.

Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops use IPM
strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)
Bees are more abundant in irrigated agricultural settings
in dry arid areas such as drip irrigation that leaves
temporary pools of water. (Grula, 2016) There has been
an increase in drip irrigation in Rock‐Glade (+65.8 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There was an increase in bare ground thought it appears
this was due to fire. There has been an increase in bee
supportive crops and drip irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Tracking to date on irrigation practices has been available annually
and across each basin from WSDA. The extent of IPM or no‐till
practices has not fully captured the number and extent of best
management practices; however, evidence is that producers are
implementing helpful practices per consultation with an entomological
expert at WSU Extension. This report considered data evaluation
approaches of published studies regarding crop types that positively or
adversely affect bee abundance.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:15

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 84 of 265

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of pollinator habitat protected
(based on areal cover of host species
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There was a reduction in bare ground (‐5,249 acres).
There was an increase in bee supportive crops (+4,270
acres).

Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans.

Per consultation with a WSU‐extension professor and
Met
review of a relevant thesis, IPM, no‐till, and drip irrigation
support bees. Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops
use IPM strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James,
2020) Bees are more abundant in no‐till areas and in
irrigated agricultural settings in dry arid areas such as drip
irrigation that leaves temporary pools of water. (Grula,
2016) There have been IPM practices, and 200+ no‐till
participants on 9,300 acres in Lower Yakima. Drip
irrigation has increased +8,660 acres.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?

There was a reduction in bare ground, and an increase in
bee supportive crops. There were also increases in
pollinator supportive practices such as: IPM, no‐till, and
drip irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Tracking to date on irrigation practices has been available annually
Yes
and across each basin from WSDA. The extent of IPM or no‐till
practices has not fully captured the number and extent of best
management practices; however, evidence is that producers are
implementing helpful practices per consultation with an entomological
expert at WSU Extension. This report considered data evaluation
approaches of published studies regarding crop types that positively or
adversely affect bee abundance.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of pollinator habitat protected
(based on areal cover of host species
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
Status
There was a decrease in bare ground (‐3,262 acres), and a Met
slight decrease in crops more supportive of bees (‐196
acres). There has been land set aside in conservation
where prescriptive grazing occurs (WDFW purchased
rangeland from Tieton Cattle Company that retains
limited grazing prescriptions equalling 1,612 acres;
similarly WDFW purchased the Van Wyk property in 2019
at 4,698 acres, and it is still a "working land" with grazing
agreements).

Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans.

Per consultation with a WSU‐extension professor and
Met
review of a relevant thesis, IPM, no‐till, and drip irrigation
support bees. Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops
use IPM strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James,
2020) Bees are more abundant in no‐till areas and in
irrigated agricultural settings in dry arid areas such as drip
irrigation that leaves temporary pools of water. (Grula,
2016) Through 2020, conservation practices included 18.9
acres of no‐till/cover crop and +220 acres of drip
irrigation.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There was a decrease in bare ground. Although there was
a smal decrease in bee supportive crops there was an
increase in conservation (1,612 acres with prescriptive
grazing), an increase in drip irrigation, added no‐till
practices, and IPM use.

Benchmark Monitoring
Tracking to date on irrigation practices has been available annually
and across each basin from WSDA. The extent of IPM or no‐till
practices has not fully captured the number and extent of best
management practices; however, evidence is that producers are
implementing helpful practices per consultation with an entomological
expert at WSU Extension. This report considered data evaluation
approaches of published studies regarding crop types that positively or
adversely affect bee abundance.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of pollinator habitat protected
(based on areal cover of host species
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There has been a reduction in bare ground (‐814 acres)
and an increase in crops more supportive of bees (+6%).

Status
Met

Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans.

Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops use IPM
strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)
Bees are more abundant in irrigated agricultural settings
in dry arid areas such as drip irrigation that leaves
temporary pools of water. (Grula, 2016) There has been
+689 acres of drip irrigation.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There was a decrease in bare ground, and an increase in
bee supportive crops. There was also an increase in drip
irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Tracking to date on irrigation practices has been available annually
and across each basin from WSDA. The extent of IPM or no‐till
practices has not fully captured the number and extent of best
management practices; however, evidence is that producers are
implementing helpful practices per consultation with an entomological
expert at WSU Extension. This report considered data evaluation
approaches of published studies regarding crop types that positively or
adversely affect bee abundance.
Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 8 ‐
Maintain abundance of pollinator popula ons
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of pollinator habitat protected
(based on areal cover of host species
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There was a small increase in bare ground (74 acres), but
this appears due to fire.

Status
Met

Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans.

No cropland.

N/A

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There was a small increase in bare ground; appears to be
due to fire.

Benchmark Monitoring
Tracking to date on irrigation practices has been available annually
and across each basin from WSDA. The extent of IPM or no‐till
practices has not fully captured the number and extent of best
management practices; however, evidence is that producers are
implementing helpful practices per consultation with an entomological
expert at WSU Extension. This report considered data evaluation
approaches of published studies regarding crop types that positively or
adversely affect bee abundance.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:15

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 92 of 265

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes or to avoid erosion.

Accomplishment
No irrigation or cropland was inventoried as of 2019.

Status
Met

Area of natural vegeta ve cover retained
in areas of agricultural intersection with
geologically hazardous areas.

There was a decrease in bare ground in the intersect (‐73
acres) as of 2019. There was a minor loss of rangeland to
non‐agricultural uses or improvement in mapping (i.e. ‐2
acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Reduction in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring included imagery analysis (bare ground), WSDA irrigation
data, and tracking tool of conservation practices by the Conservation
Districts. As well NRCS and Census of Agriculture were also considered
though they are not geographically specific.
Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes or to avoid erosion.

Accomplishment
There was an increase in efficent forms of irrigation (+66
acres drip) and a decrease in less efficient forms (‐71
acres sprinkler) as of 2019.

Status
Met

Area of natural vegeta ve cover retained
in areas of agricultural intersection with
geologically hazardous areas.

There was a small increase in bare ground (30 acres),
which appears due to fire. As of 2019, the land changing
from rangeland to cropland is in CRP/Conservation.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Increase in bare ground, though due to fire; increase in
CRP and efficient irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring included imagery analysis (bare ground), WSDA irrigation
data, and tracking tool of conservation practices by the Conservation
Districts. As well NRCS and Census of Agriculture were also considered
though they are not geographically specific.
Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes or to avoid erosion.

Accomplishment
Status
There was an increase in efficient forms of irrigation
Met
(+8,660 acres drip and +13,376 acres in micro‐sprinkler).
There was a decrease in less efficient forms of irrigation
(e.g. ‐15,688 sprinkler, ‐6,142 acres of rill, etc.) as of
2019. There were over 200 participants in no‐till practices
on 9,300 acres as of 2020.

Area of natural vegetative cover retained
in areas of agricultural intersection with
geologically hazardous areas.

There was a decrease in bare ground (‐2,789 acres) in the
area of intersect as of 2019.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?

Decrease in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring included imagery analysis (bare ground), WSDA irrigation
Yes
data, and tracking tool of conservation practices by the Conservation
Districts. As well NRCS and Census of Agriculture were also considered
though they are not geographically specific.
Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes or to avoid erosion.

Accomplishment
Irrigation efficiencies increased (drip +220 acres and
microirrigation +3,233 acres), and less efficient methods
decreased (e.g. ‐3,313 sprinkler) between the baseline
and 2019. Use of no‐till was applied on 18.9 acres as of
2019.

Status
Met

Area of natural vegeta ve cover retained
in areas of agricultural intersection with
geologically hazardous areas.

Decrease in bare ground in intersect (‐982 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Decrease in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring included imagery analysis (bare ground), WSDA irrigation
data, and tracking tool of conservation practices by the Conservation
Districts. As well NRCS and Census of Agriculture were also considered
though they are not geographically specific.
Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes or to avoid erosion.

Accomplishment
Between the baseline and 2019, there was an increase in
irrigation efficiencies of 689 acres and 408 micro‐
sprinkler, and a decrease in less efficient types (e.g. ‐169
acres of sprinkler) .

Status
Met

Area of natural vegeta ve cover retained
in areas of agricultural intersection with
geologically hazardous areas.

There was a decrease in bare ground in the intersect (‐
288 acres) between 2011 and 2019.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Reduction in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring included imagery analysis (bare ground), WSDA irrigation
data, and tracking tool of conservation practices by the Conservation
Districts. As well NRCS and Census of Agriculture were also considered
though they are not geographically specific.
Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:16

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 101 of 265

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes or to avoid erosion.

Accomplishment
As of 2019, there is no irrigated cropland.

Status
Met

Area of natural vegeta ve cover retained
in areas of agricultural intersection with
geologically hazardous areas.

Between 2011 and 2019, there was a decrease in bare
ground (‐92 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Decrease in bare ground.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring included imagery analysis (bare ground), WSDA irrigation
data, and tracking tool of conservation practices by the Conservation
Districts. As well NRCS and Census of Agriculture were also considered
though they are not geographically specific.
Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 9 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to maintain integrity of steep slopes by:
* Avoiding increases in erosion.
* Avoiding steep slopes or helping to stabilize steep slopes where prac cal.
* Avoiding irriga ng unstable slopes
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
As summarized in Work Plan Appendix C, the Watershed
Plan for WRIA 30 ‐ Klickitat does not identify water
quantity (flow or storage) as a key issue for the area of
the basin contained in the county. Thus this Goal and
Benchmark does not appear to apply.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Status
N/A

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Acre‐feet reduction in diversion,
instantaneous flow.

Accomplishment
Status
There has been an increase in best management practices Met
such as irrigation efficiencies across all basins with
inventoried cropland, including Rock‐Glade between the
baseline and 2019 (66 acres) and a reduction in less
efficient measures (‐71 acres of sprinklers).

Number of water exchanges, storage,
transfers, voluntary regional agreements,
and/or water trusts established.

Per Work Plan Appendix C, watershed plans for WRIA 31 Not met
Rock/Glade identify water quantity concerns including
recommended actions involving incentives for water
conservation, establishment of a water exchange, and
voluntary regional agreements or water trusts. The
adaptive management threshold is: No increase in water
agreements related to agricultural use important for
minimum flows. While there have been water
conservation measures through irrigation efficiencies
noted above, water exchanges or trusts are not known to
have been implemented. There could be greater
implementation of water agreements related to
agricultural use important for minimum flows per the
adaptive management thresholds in the Rock Glade basin.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been an increase in best management practices
such as irrigation efficiencies. While there have been
water conservation measures through irrigation
efficiencies noted above, water exchanges or trusts are
not known to have been implemented.

Yes
No
Per Work Plan Appendix C, watershed
plans for WRIA 31 Rock/Glade
identify water quantity concerns
including recommended actions
involving incentives for water
conservation, establishment of a
water exchange, and voluntary
regional agreements or water trusts.
While there have been water
conservation measures through
irrigation efficiencies noted above,
water exchanges or trusts are not
known to have been implemented.
There could be greater
implementation of water agreements
related to agricultural use important
for minimum flows per the adaptive
management thresholds in the Rock
Glade basin. The adaptive
management ac on is: Reestablish
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or increase water agreements with
willing landowners.The SYCD intends
to engage with the Eastern Klickitat
Conservation District (EKCD), NRCS,
and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
enhancement projects with the EKCD.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

The tracking tool has been a primary means of tracking best
management practices. Regional watershed plans or strategies were
also reviewed (Yakima Basin Integrated Water Resource Management
Plan (YBIWRMP); watershed plans as referenced in Appendix C of
Work Plan).
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Acre‐feet reduc on in diversion,
instantaneous flow.

Accomplishment
Status
There has been an increase in best management practices Met
such as irrigation efficiencies across all basins with
inventoried cropland, including Lower Yakima between
the baseline and 2019. This includes an increase in drip of
+8,660 acres and a decrease of sprinklers of ‐15,688 acres
and a decrease in rill of 6,142 acres.

Number of water exchanges, storage,
transfers, voluntary regional agreements,
and/or water trusts established.

The YBIWRMP monitoring includes enhanced water
Met
conservation by irrigation districts serving agricultural
producers and other conservation programs. There are
ongoing water conservation and reallocation market
proposals underway in the Yakima basin applicable to the
Upper Yakima and Lower Yakima basins.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been an increase in best management practices
such as irrigation efficiencies. There are ongoing water
conservation and reallocation market proposals underway
in the Yakima basin applicable to the Upper Yakima and
Lower Yakima basins.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

The tracking tool has been a primary means of tracking best
Yes
management practices. Regional watershed plans or strategies were
also reviewed (Yakima Basin Integrated Water Resource Management
Plan (YBIWRMP); watershed plans as referenced in Appendix C of
Work Plan).
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Acre‐feet reduc on in diversion,
instantaneous flow.

Accomplishment
Status
There has been an increase in irrigation efficiencies
Met
between the baseline and 2019, including +220 acres in
drip and +3,233 acres in micro‐sprinkler and a decrease in
sprinkler of ‐3,313 acres.

Number of water exchanges, storage,
transfers, voluntary regional agreements,
and/or water trusts established.

There have been enhancements through water trusts in
the Naches basin (4 between 2011 and 2019). There has
also been an improvement to the Naches‐Cowiche Canal
Company’s siphon to remove a low‐flow barrier in that
period.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There have been water conservation measures through
irrigation efficiencies. There were four water trusts and a
siphon improvement in the Naches basin.

Benchmark Monitoring
The tracking tool has been a primary means of tracking best
management practices. Regional watershed plans or strategies were
also reviewed (Yakima Basin Integrated Water Resource Management
Plan (YBIWRMP); watershed plans as referenced in Appendix C of
Work Plan).
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Acre‐feet reduc on in diversion,
instantaneous flow.

Accomplishment
Status
There has been an increase in best management practices Met
such as irrigation efficiencies across all basins with
inventoried cropland, including Upper Yakima. In the
basin from the baseline to 2019, there was an increase in
drip of 689 acres and 408 acres of micro‐sprinkler, and a
decrase in sprinkler of ‐169 acres and of wheel line of ‐
157 acres.

Number of water exchanges, storage,
transfers, voluntary regional agreements,
and/or water trusts established.

The YBIWRMP monitoring includes enhanced water
Met
conservation by irrigation districts serving agricultural
producers and other conservation programs. There are
ongoing water conservation and reallocation market
proposals underway in the Yakima basin applicable to the
Upper Yakima and Lower Yakima basins.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been an increase in best management practices
such as irrigation efficiencies. There are ongoing water
conservation and reallocation market proposals underway
in the Yakima basin applicable to the Upper Yakima and
Lower Yakima basins.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

The tracking tool has been a primary means of tracking best
management practices. Regional watershed plans or strategies were
also reviewed (Yakima Basin Integrated Water Resource Management
Plan (YBIWRMP); watershed plans as referenced in Appendix C of
Work Plan).
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:16

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 111 of 265

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 10 ‐
Increase ﬂow in cri cal reaches during cri cal low ﬂow period.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
Per Work Plan Appendix C, watershed plans for WRIA 40‐
Alkali‐ Squilchuck do not apply to the area of rangeland
intersection in Yakima County. Thus this Goal and
Benchmark does not appear to apply.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Status
N/A

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Stream enhancement or restora on
projects implemented (length of stream)‐
including dike setbacks, floodplain
reconnection, and bank contouring.
Coordinated recharge projects
implemented in areas of agricultural
intersect (acre‐feet recharged).

Accomplishment
Status
There is no floodplain intersect with the Klickitat basin
Not met
but there are hydrologic study areas. There are no known
increases in stream restoration in the area of intersect in
this basin in the county.

Area of ﬂoodplain restored in area of
agricultural intersect compared to
baseline. Length of stream channel
complexity restored in area of agricultural
intersect. Groundwater recharge in areas
of agricultural intersect (Acre‐feet or
pervious area…)

There is no floodplain intersect with the Klickitat and
Not met
Rock Glade basin but there are hydrologic study areas.
There are no known increases in stream restoration in the
area of intersect in this basin in the county.

N/A
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There is no floodplain intersect with the Klickitat basin but
there are hydrologic study areas. There are no known
enhancement projects.

Yes
No
There is no floodplain intersect with
the Klickitat basin but there are
hydrologic study areas. There are no
known increases in stream
restoration in the area of intersect in
these basins in the county. First,
there could be a closer review of
stream conditions in the portion of
the watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Seek willing landowners in
areas of intersect to implemnet
stream restoration projects. The
SYCD intends to engage with the
Eastern Klickitat Conservation District
(EKCD), NRCS, and other entities to
identify completed or pending
conservation practices. SYCD
anticipates greater coordination on
conservation and enhancement
projects with the EKCD.
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Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring includes tracking tool primarily as well as other regional
programs such as YTAHP and YBIWRMP. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark and
Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Stream enhancement or restora on
projects implemented (length of stream)‐
including dike setbacks, floodplain
reconnection, and bank contouring.
Coordinated recharge projects
implemented in areas of agricultural
intersect (acre‐feet recharged).

Accomplishment
There is no floodplain intersect. There are no known
enhancement projects in the Rock‐Glade basin in Yakima
though there are one or more mapped hydrologic study
areas in the intersect with agriculture. There is no known
increase in impervious areas in the intersect, and no
anticipated concerns with groundwater recharge.

Status
Not met

Area of ﬂoodplain restored in area of
agricultural intersect compared to
baseline. Length of stream channel
complexity restored in area of agricultural
intersect. Groundwater recharge in areas
of agricultural intersect (Acre‐feet or
pervious area…)

There is no floodplain intersect. There are no known
enhancement projects in the Rock‐Glade basin in Yakima
though there are one or more mapped hydrologic study
areas in the intersect with agriculture. There is no known
increase in impervious areas in the intersect, and no
anticipated concerns with groundwater recharge.

Not met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
There is no floodplain intersect with the Klickitat basin but
there are hydrologic study areas. There are no known
There is no floodplain intersect with
enhancement projects in the Rock‐Glade basin in Yakima
the Rock‐Glade basin but there are
County.
hydrologic study areas. There are no
known increases in stream
restoration in the area of intersect in
these basins in the county. First,
there could be a closer review of
stream conditions in the portion of
the watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Seek willing landowners in
areas of intersect to implemnet
stream restoration projects. The
SYCD intends to engage with the
Eastern Klickitat Conservation District
(EKCD), NRCS, and other entities to
identify completed or pending
conservation practices. SYCD
anticipates greater coordination on
conservation and enhancement
projects with the EKCD.
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Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring includes tracking tool primarily as well as other regional
Yes
programs such as YTAHP and YBIWRMP. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark and
Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Stream enhancement or restora on
projects implemented (length of stream)‐
including dike setbacks, floodplain
reconnection, and bank contouring.
Coordinated recharge projects
implemented in areas of agricultural
intersect (acre‐feet recharged).

Accomplishment
See Floodplains Protection Goal and Benchmark, and
associated evaluation. There are several floodplain
enhancement projects (including Lower Yakima ‐
Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement involving
floodplain connection; and three conservation practices
resultin in 13 acres of floodplain improvement). Between
2011 and 2019, there were riparian conservation
practices in Lower Yakima resulting in 8.73 of tree/shrub
enhancement and 160 lineal feet of in‐stream habitat.

Status
Met

Area of ﬂoodplain restored in area of
agricultural intersect compared to
baseline. Length of stream channel
complexity restored in area of agricultural
intersect. Groundwater recharge in areas
of agricultural intersect (Acre‐feet or
pervious area…)

See Floodplains Protection Goal and Benchmark, and
associated evaluation. There are several floodplain
enhancement projects (including Lower Yakima ‐
Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement involving
floodplain connection; and three conservation practices
resultin in 13 acres of floodplain improvement). Between
2011 and 2019, there were riparian conservation
practices in Lower Yakima resulting in 8.73 of tree/shrub
enhancement and 160 lineal feet of in‐stream habitat. As
described in the Floodplain Protection Goal and
Benchmark there has been minimal impervious area
more than offset by enhancement projects. See also the
Yakama Riparian & Wetlands Project Wapato Reach
enhancement of the floodplain and riparian area under
the Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been an increase in areas of floodplain and
stream restoration in areas of intersect for Lower Yakima
basin.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring includes tracking tool primarily as well as other regional
programs such as YTAHP and YBIWRMP. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark and
Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Stream enhancement or restora on
projects implemented (length of stream)‐
including dike setbacks, floodplain
reconnection, and bank contouring.
Coordinated recharge projects
implemented in areas of agricultural
intersect (acre‐feet recharged).

Accomplishment
Floodplain enhancement includes 2011 Cowiche Creek
Stream Relocation: reconnect Cowiche Creek to its
floodplain in a more sustainable alignment within a
conservation easement (Conservation easement of 335
acres and floodplain function restored in 0.5 miles of
Cowiche Creek and almost 2.5 miles of the lower Naches
River). There have been a number of stream
enhancements between 2011 and 2019 including 15.82
acres of tree/shrub establishment. There was minimial
areas of impervious added in the floodplain, more than
offset by the enhancements. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark.

Status
Met

Area of ﬂoodplain restored in area of
agricultural intersect compared to
baseline. Length of stream channel
complexity restored in area of agricultural
intersect. Groundwater recharge in areas
of agricultural intersect (Acre‐feet or
pervious area…)

Cowiche Creek to its floodplain in a more sustainable
alignment within a conservation easement (Conservation
easement of 335 acres and floodplain function restored
in 0.5 miles of Cowiche Creek and almost 2.5 miles of the
lower Naches River). There have been a number of
stream enhancements between 2011 and 2019 including
15.82 acres of tree/shrub establishment. There was
minimial areas of impervious added in the floodplain,
more than offset by the enhancements. See Floodplains
Protection Goal and Benchmark.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

There has been an increase in areas of floodplain and
stream restoration in areas of intersect for the Naches
basin.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring includes tracking tool primarily as well as other regional
programs such as YTAHP and YBIWRMP. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark and
Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.

Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Stream enhancement or restora on
projects implemented (length of stream)‐
including dike setbacks, floodplain
reconnection, and bank contouring.
Coordinated recharge projects
implemented in areas of agricultural
intersect (acre‐feet recharged).

Accomplishment
There has been an increase in areas of floodplain and
stream restoration in the basin. There were three
proejcts addressing floodplain and stream enhancements
including PAWS and bioengineering to create instream
habitat (3,924 lineal feet of enhancement). There were
about 14.03 acres of tree/shrub establishment. There
were limited areas of impervious surfaces potentially
added in the floodplain more than offset by the
conservation practices and enhancements.

Status
Met

Area of ﬂoodplain restored in area of
agricultural intersect compared to
baseline. Length of stream channel
complexity restored in area of agricultural
intersect. Groundwater recharge in areas
of agricultural intersect (Acre‐feet or
pervious area…)

There has been an increase in areas of floodplain and
stream restoration in the basin. There were three
proejcts addressing floodplain and stream enhancements
including PAWS and bioengineering to create instream
habitat (3,924 lineal feet of enhancement). There were
about 14.03 acres of tree/shrub establishment. There
were limited areas of impervious surfaces potentially
added in the floodplain more than offset by the
conservation practices and enhancements.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

There has been an increase in areas of floodplain and
stream restoration in areas of intersect for the Upper
Yakima basin.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring includes tracking tool primarily as well as other regional
programs such as YTAHP and YBIWRMP. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark and
Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Stream enhancement or restora on
projects implemented (length of stream)‐
including dike setbacks, floodplain
reconnection, and bank contouring.
Coordinated recharge projects
implemented in areas of agricultural
intersect (acre‐feet recharged).

Accomplishment
There are no known enhancement projects in the Alkali‐
Squilchuck basins in Yakima County though there are one
or more mapped hydrologic study areas or floodplains in
the intersect with agriculture.

Status
Not met

Area of ﬂoodplain restored in area of
agricultural intersect compared to
baseline. Length of stream channel
complexity restored in area of agricultural
intersect. Groundwater recharge in areas
of agricultural intersect (Acre‐feet or
pervious area…)

There are no known enhancement projects in the Alkali‐
Squilchuck basins in Yakima County though there are one
or more mapped hydrologic study areas or floodplains in
the intersect with agriculture.

Not met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
There are some areas of floodplain and hydrologic study
area in Alkali‐Squilchuck. There are no known increases in There are some areas of floodplain
stream or floodplain restoration in this basin in the county. and hydrologic study area in Alkali‐
Squilchuck. There are no known
increases in floodplain or stream
restoration in the area of intersect in
these basins in the county. First,
there could be a closer review of
floodplain and stream conditions in
the portion of the watershed in the
county to determine if there are
degraded functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Seek willing landowners in
areas of intersect to implement
stream restoration projects. The
NYCD intends to contact the major
producer in the area on their
rangeland management practices.
NYCD would document any producer
conservation practices since the
baseline. Next steps would be
determined based on that outreach
and available funding.
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Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring includes tracking tool primarily as well as other regional
Yes
programs such as YTAHP and YBIWRMP. See Floodplains Protection
Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark and
Wetlands Protection Goal and Benchmark.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 11 ‐
Increase ﬂoodplain connec vity, groundwater recharge, and instream habitat complexity.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of management
prac ces related to livestock. Area of
noxious weeds and invasive species
removed from riparian areas intersecting
agricultural ac vi es ... Area of na ve
species restored in riparian areas
intersecting agricultural

Accomplishment
There are no known increases in riparian native cover as
there is a lack of known enhancement projects in the
county portions of the basins and there is a lack of
imagery analysis.

Status
Not met

Area of invasive species distribu on and
cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of na ve
species cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of riparian
vegetation intersecting agricultural
activities.

There are no known increases in riparian native cover as
there is a lack of known enhancement projects in the
county portions of the basins and there is a lack of
imagery analysis.

Not met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been no known increase in riparian native
cover. There is a lack of imagery analysis to more finely
determine conditions.

Yes
No
There are hydrologic study areas but
no riparian enhancement or
restoration in the area of intersect in
the county. First, there could be a
closer review of stream and riparian
conditions in the portion of the
watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Promote voluntary
implementation of native plant
enhancement in areas of
intersect.The SYCD intends to engage
with the Eastern Klickitat
Conservation District (EKCD), NRCS,
and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
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enhancement projects with the EKCD.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The tracking tool has been a primary monitoring method. Sample of
areas has not been conducted separate from the implementation of
conservation practices. Imagery analysis was not available, but
conservation practice implementation was tracked consistent with the
alternative approach identified in the Work Plan.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of management
prac ces related to livestock. Area of
noxious weeds and invasive species
removed from riparian areas intersecting
agricultural ac vi es ... Area of na ve
species restored in riparian areas
intersecting agricultural

Accomplishment
There are no known increases in riparian native cover as
there is a lack of known enhancement projects in the
county portions of the basins and there is a lack of
imagery analysis.

Status
Not met

Area of invasive species distribu on and
cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of na ve
species cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of riparian
vegetation intersecting agricultural
activities.

There are no known increases in riparian native cover as
there is a lack of known enhancement projects in the
county portions of the basins and there is a lack of
imagery analysis.

Not met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been no known increase in riparian native
cover. There is a lack of imagery analysis to more finely
determine conditions.

Yes
No
There are hydrologic study areas but
no riparian enhancement or
restoration in the area of intersect in
the county. First, there could be a
closer review of stream and riparian
conditions in the portion of the
watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Promote voluntary
implementation of native plant
enhancement in areas of
intersect.The SYCD intends to engage
with the Eastern Klickitat
Conservation District (EKCD), NRCS,
and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
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enhancement projects with the EKCD.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The tracking tool has been a primary monitoring method. Sample of
areas has not been conducted separate from the implementation of
conservation practices. Imagery analysis was not available, but
conservation practice implementation was tracked consistent with the
alternative approach identified in the Work Plan.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of management
prac ces related to livestock. Area of
noxious weeds and invasive species
removed from riparian areas intersecting
agricultural ac vi es ... Area of na ve
species restored in riparian areas
intersecting

Accomplishment
Status
There were projects from 2011 to 2019 addressing
Met
exclusion and riparian fencing (46,745 lineal feet), offsite
water facilities (9), and 8.73 acres of tree/shrub planting,
some of which were designed for maintenance/weed
control. See also Floodplains Protection Goal and
Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal and Benchmark.

Area of invasive species distribu on and
cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of na ve
species cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of riparian
vegetation intersecting agricultural
activities.

Consistent with the Work Plan, because there is no
Met
riparian data set, a hydrologic study area was defined
based on a distance of 100 feet from streams, lakes, and
wetlands for analysis purposes. This does not imply that
there is actual riparian area or a buffer; rather it is a way
to take a closer look at the footprint of agriculture along
lands abutting waterbodies and wetlands. At most, there
has been 0.7% change in the intersect of the hydrologic
study area, consisting of rangeland to cropland. No
known areas of riparian cover were removed; the areas
of enhancement would offset this potential change in any
case. There are projects addressing exclusion and riparian
fencing (46,745 lineal feet), offsite water facilities (9), and
8.73 acres of tree/shrub planting, some of which were
designed for maintenance/weed control. See also
Floodplains Protection Goal and Benchmark and Riparian
Protection Goal and Benchmark.
The area of intersect has changed a little in the hydrologic
study area.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There were management practices addressing livestock,
e.g. off‐stream watering facilities, exclusion fencing, and
others in Upper Yakima. There have been a number of
vegetation restoration and weed reduction practices in
association with fish passage improvements. Riparian
vegetation enhancement was conducted along streams.

Benchmark Monitoring
The tracking tool has been a primary monitoring method. Sample of
areas has not been conducted separate from the implementation of

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:17

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 132 of 265

conservation practices. Imagery analysis was not available, but
conservation practice implementation was tracked consistent with the
alternative approach identified in the Work Plan.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of management
prac ces related to livestock. Area of
noxious weeds and invasive species
removed from riparian areas intersecting
agricultural ac vi es ... Area of na ve
species restored in riparian areas
intersecting

Accomplishment
Status
There has been about 15.82 acres of tree/shrub
Met
establishment including addressing plant
maintenance/weed control. There has been about 17,878
lineal feet of exclusion fencing/riparian fencing, and 6
offsite watering facilities.

Area of invasive species distribu on and
cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of na ve
species cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of riparian
vegetation intersecting agricultural
activities.

There were some noted areas of change in the intersect
with hydrologic study areas, but all appear due to
improved mapping (e.g. rangeland to pasture, fallow,

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There were management practices addressing livestock,
e.g. off‐stream watering facilities, exclusion fencing, and
others in Upper Yakima. There have been a number of
vegetation restoration and weed reduction practices in
association with fish passage improvements. Riparian
vegetation enhancement was conducted along streams.

Benchmark Monitoring
The tracking tool has been a primary monitoring method. Sample of
areas has not been conducted separate from the implementation of
conservation practices. Imagery analysis was not available, but
conservation practice implementation was tracked consistent with the
alternative approach identified in the Work Plan.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of management
prac ces related to livestock. Area of
noxious weeds and invasive species
removed from riparian areas intersecting
agricultural ac vi es ... Area of na ve
species restored in riparian areas
intersecting

Accomplishment
From 2011 to 2019, conservation practices resulted in
14.03 acres of tree/shrub establishment, 1 acre of access
control, 10,451 lineal feet of exclusion/riparian fencing, 8
off‐site watering facilities, and 3,924 lineal feet of in‐
stream enhancement.

Area of invasive species distribu on and
cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of na ve
species cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of riparian
vegetation intersecting agricultural
activities.

Consistent with the Work Plan, because there is no
Met
riparian data set, a hydrologic study area was defined
based on a distance of 100 feet from streams, lakes, and
wetlands for analysis purposes. This does not imply that
there is actual riparian area or a buffer; rather it is a way
to take a closer look at the footprint of agriculture along
lands abutting waterbodies and wetlands. At most, there
has been 0.9% change in the intersect of the hydrologic
study area, consisting of rangeland to cropland. No
known areas of riparian cover were removed; the areas
of enhancement would offset this potential change in any
case. From 2011 to 2019, conservation practices resulted
in 14.03 acres of tree/shrub establishment, 1 acre of
access control, 10,451 lineal feet of exclusion/riparian
fencing, 8 off‐site watering facilities, and 3,924 lineal feet
of in‐stream enhancement.
The area of intersect has changed a little in the hydrologic
study area.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There were management practices addressing livestock,
e.g. off‐stream watering facilities, exclusion fencing, and
others in Upper Yakima. There have been a number of
vegetation restoration and weed reduction practices in
association with fish passage improvements. Riparian
vegetation enhancement was conducted along streams.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

The tracking tool has been a primary monitoring method. Sample of
areas has not been conducted separate from the implementation of
conservation practices. Imagery analysis was not available, but

Yes

No
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conservation practice implementation was tracked consistent with the
alternative approach identified in the Work Plan.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 12 ‐
Re‐establish or enhance riparian vegeta on to improve instream habitat, shading of stream, and other water
quality functions:
* Priority is given to basins where the benchmark of riparian area protec on of func ons and values is at risk of
degrading compared to baseline and affects fish species. Second priority is other areas of focus per county, state,
regional, tribal priorities for enhancement.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of management
prac ces related to livestock. Area of
noxious weeds and invasive species
removed from riparian areas intersecting
agricultural ac vi es ... Area of na ve
species restored in riparian areas
intersecting

Accomplishment
There are no known increases in riparian native cover in
this basin as there is a lack of known enhancement
projects in the county portions of the basin and there is a
lack of imagery analysis.

Status
Not met

Area of invasive species distribu on and
cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of na ve
species cover in riparian areas adjacent to
agricultural ac vi es. Area of riparian
vegetation intersecting agricultural
activities.

There are no known increases in riparian native cover in
this basin as there is a lack of known enhancement
projects in the county portions of the basin and there is a
lack of imagery analysis.

Not met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been no known increase in riparian native
cover. There is a lack of imagery analysis to more finely
determine conditions.

Yes
No
There are hydrologic study areas but
no riparian enhancement or
restoration in the area of intersect in
the county. First, there could be a
closer review of stream and riparian
conditions in the portion of the
watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Promote voluntary
implementation of native plant
enhancement in areas of
intersect.The NYCD intends to
contact the major producer in the
area on their rangeland management
practices. NYCD would document any
producer conservation practices since
the baseline. Next steps would be
determined based on that outreach
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and available funding.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The tracking tool has been a primary monitoring method. Sample of
areas has not been conducted separate from the implementation of
conservation practices. Imagery analysis was not available, but
conservation practice implementation was tracked consistent with the
alternative approach identified in the Work Plan.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of BMPs implemented
to enhance organic matter in soil to
improve moisture content. Number and
extent of BMPs implemented for
contaminant storage. Number of oﬀ‐
channel watering sites installed. Number
BMPs to limit runoff (irrigation).

Accomplishment
Status
There are no irrigated croplands inventoried in the
Not met
Klickitat basin; thus irriga on prac ces are not known. In
the Klickitat basin, there are identified water quality
issues in applicable watershed plans (Work Plan Appendix
C), but no known information on progress on water
quality relevant to the basin in the county. It is possible
that NRCS practices or Census of Agriculture practices
apply, but they are not geographic specific. A review of
the Salmon Recovery Portal showed practices in areas in
the basin but not relevant to the area of intersect.

Water quality is improved in agricultural
drains where monitored. Percentage of
number of best management practices
achieving water quality objectives.
Groundwater quality improved in the
Lower Yakima Groundwater Management
Area.

There do not appear to be TMDLs applicable in the
portion of the Klickitat basin in the county. The LYGWMA
does not apply in the basin. There are no inventoried
acres of cropland and no associated irrigation practices.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
In the Klickitat basin, there are no known practices or
progress on water quality relevant to the basin in the
county. There are identified water quality issues in
applicable watershed plans (Work Plan Appendix C), but
no known information on progress on water quality
relevant to the basin in the county. It is possible that
NRCS practices or Census of Agriculture practices apply,
but they are not geographic specific. A review of the
Salmon Recovery Portal showed practices in areas in the
basin but not relevant to the area of intersect.
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Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
In the Klickitat basin, there are
identified water quality issues in
applicable watershed plans (Work
Plan Appendix C), but no known
information on progress on water
quality relevant to the basin in the
county. It is possible that NRCS
practices or Census of Agriculture
practices apply, but they are not
geographic specific. A review of the
Salmon Recovery Portal showed
practices in areas in the basin but not
relevant to the area of intersect. First,
a review of water quality conditions
could be made of the portion of the
basin in the county. If needed, the
adaptive management action is:
Seek willing landowners in areas of
intersect to increase water quality
and nutrient management practices.
The SYCD intends to engage with the
Eastern Klickitat Conservation District
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(EKCD), NRCS, and other entities to
identify completed or pending
conservation practices. SYCD
anticipates greater coordination on
conservation and enhancement
projects with the EKCD.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring has involved the tracking tool. All conservation practices
installed with cost shares have at least annual monitoring. The
LYGWMA monitoring wells have recently been installed and results
are not yet available.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of BMPs implemented
to enhance organic matter in soil to
improve moisture content. Number and
extent of BMPs implemented for
contaminant storage. Number of oﬀ‐
channel watering sites installed. Number
BMPs to limit runoff (irrigation).

Accomplishment
Within Rock Glade irrigation efficiencies have increased,
e.g. +65.83 acres of drip, and less efficient methods have
decreased, e.g. sprinkler by ‐71.24 acres.

Water quality is improved in agricultural
drains where monitored. Percentage of
number of best management practices
achieving water quality objectives.
Groundwater quality improved in the
Lower Yakima Groundwater Management
Area.

The basin is not wihtin the LYGWMA. There are no TMDLs Met
that apply. The irrigation efficiences have been installed
by producers; the level of monitoring is not known as the
origination with cost shares is unknown.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Conservation practices have included increased irrigation
efficiencies.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has involved the tracking tool. All conservation practices
installed with cost shares have at least annual monitoring. The
LYGWMA monitoring wells have recently been installed and results
are not yet available.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of BMPs implemented
to enhance organic matter in soil to
improve moisture content. Number and
extent of BMPs implemented for
contaminant storage. Number of oﬀ‐
channel watering sites installed. Number
BMPs to limit runoff (irrigation).

Accomplishment
Between the baseline and 2019, irrigation efficiencies
have increased by thousands of acres (+8,660 acres of
drip, +13,376 of micro‐sprinkler) and less efficient
methods have decreased (e.g. ‐15,688 acres, ‐6,142 acres
of rill). There are BMPs for soil moisture and no‐till/cover
crop. No‐till includes over 200 participants and 9,300
acres as of 2020. Other practices for soil health were
established (e.g. 48 practices 2011 ‐ 2020). Off‐channel
watering sites include about 9 between 2011 and 2020.
See Lower Yakima Groundwater Management Planning
under Surface and Groundwater Quality Protection Goal
and Benchmark, which identify BMPs including: waste
storage (8), pond linings (7), nutrient management (20+),
concrete settling (2), mechanical separators (1), and
manure transfers (2) between 2011 and 2020.

Water quality is improved in agricultural
drains where monitored. Percentage of
number of best management practices
achieving water quality objectives.
Groundwater quality improved in the
Lower Yakima Groundwater Management
Area.

Conservation practices are monitored at least annually
Met
and none are known to be operating below esablished
objectives. The state groundwater quality rules and Lower
Yakima Valley Groundwater Management Area work plan
are part of the regulatory backstop. Groundwater
monitoring has begun. TMDLs are in place and practices
that are supportive include those identified for irrigation,
contaminant storage, etc.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Conservation practices have addressed soil moisture,
wastewater storage, off‐channel watering sites, nutrient
management plans, and irrigation efficiencies.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring has involved the tracking tool. All conservation practices
installed with cost shares have at least annual monitoring. The
LYGWMA monitoring wells have recently been installed and results
are not yet available.

Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of BMPs implemented
to enhance organic matter in soil to
improve moisture content. Number and
extent of BMPs implemented for
contaminant storage. Number of oﬀ‐
channel watering sites installed. Number
BMPs to limit runoff (irrigation).

Accomplishment
Between the baseline and 2019, irrigation efficiencies
have increased by thousands of acres (+3,233 acres of
micro‐sprinkler and +220 acres of drip) and less efficient
methods have decreased (‐3,313 acres of sprinkler). No‐
till practices includes over 18.9 acres as of 2019. Off‐
channel watering sites include about 6 as of 2020.

Status
Met

Water quality is improved in agricultural
drains where monitored. Percentage of
number of best management practices
achieving water quality objectives.
Groundwater quality improved in the
Lower Yakima Groundwater Management
Area.

The Naches basin is not in the LYGWMA. TMDL's apply
and riparian enhancement can assist for shading; from
2011 to 2019 conservation practices included plantings
(15.82 acres of tree/shrub establishment), fencing
(17,878 lineal feet), and other measures.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Conservation practices have addressed soil moisture, off‐
channel watering sites, and irrigation efficiencies.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has involved the tracking tool. All conservation practices
installed with cost shares have at least annual monitoring. The
LYGWMA monitoring wells have recently been installed and results
are not yet available.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of BMPs implemented
to enhance organic matter in soil to
improve moisture content. Number and
extent of BMPs implemented for
contaminant storage. Number of oﬀ‐
channel watering sites installed. Number
BMPs to limit runoff (irrigation).

Accomplishment
Between the baseline and 2019, irrigation efficiencies
have increased by hundreds of acres (+689 acres of drip
and +408 acres of micro‐sprinkler) and less efficient
methods decreased (e.g. ‐71 acres of sprinkler). Off‐
channel watering sites added equal about 6 between
2011 and 2020.

Water quality is improved in agricultural
drains where monitored. Percentage of
number of best management practices
achieving water quality objectives.
Groundwater quality improved in the
Lower Yakima Groundwater Management
Area.

In the Upper Yakima basin, temperature is a concern, and Met
the TMDL identifies irrigation and riparian enhancement
practices are needed. Irrigation effiiciencies (see above)
and riparian area and in‐stream enhancements have been
added in the Upper Yakima basin (+14.03 acres of
tree/shrub establishment) between 2011 and 2020. The
basin is not in the LYGWMA.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Conservation practices have addressed off‐channel
watering sites and irrigation efficiencies.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has involved the tracking tool. All conservation practices
installed with cost shares have at least annual monitoring. The
LYGWMA monitoring wells have recently been installed and results
are not yet available.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Accomplishment
Per Work Plan Appendix C, watershed plans for WRIA 40‐
Alkali‐ Squilchuck do not apply to the area of rangeland
intersection in Yakima County. Thus this Goal and
Benchmark does not appear to apply to that basin.

Comments
Per Work Plan Appendix C, watershed plans for WRIA 40‐
Alkali‐ Squilchuck do not apply to the area of rangeland
intersection in Yakima County. Thus this Goal and
Benchmark does not appear to apply to that basin.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring has involved the tracking tool. All conservation practices
installed with cost shares have at least annual monitoring. The
LYGWMA monitoring wells have recently been installed and results
are not yet available.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 13 ‐
Manage nutrients, pathogens, and other contaminants to improve surface and groundwater quality.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
Status
There are no mapped barriers in the Klickitat basin within N/A
the Yakima County boundaries.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
There are no mapped barriers in the Rock‐Glade basin
within the Yakima County boundaries.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Status
N/A

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number of ﬁsh passage barriers
corrected. Number of ﬁsh screens
installed on existing unscreened diversions.

Accomplishment
There have been reductions in fish passage barriers in
basins where barriers have been mapped (approximately
7 projects between 2011 and 2019).

Surveyed number of ﬁsh passage barriers
The number of surveyed barriers has not changed.There
and unscreened diversions associated with have been reductions in fish passage barriers in basins
agriculture.
where barriers have been mapped.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There have been fish passage barriers corrected and fish
screens installed.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The tracking includes using State and NYCD information per Fish
Passage Protection Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal
and Benchmark.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:18

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 153 of 265

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number of ﬁsh passage barriers
corrected. Number of ﬁsh screens
installed on existing unscreened diversions.

Accomplishment
There have been reductions in fish passage barriers in
basins where barriers have been mapped (approximately
11 on 10 sites between 2011 and 2019).

Surveyed number of ﬁsh passage barriers
The number of surveyed barriers has not changed. There
and unscreened diversions associated with have been reductions in fish passage barriers in basins
agriculture.
where barriers have been mapped.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?

There have been fish passage barriers corrected and fish
screens installed.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

The tracking includes using State and NYCD information per Fish
Passage Protection Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal
and Benchmark.

Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number of ﬁsh passage barriers
corrected. Number of ﬁsh screens
installed on existing unscreened diversions.

Accomplishment
There have been reductions in fish passage barriers in
basins where barriers have been mapped (and a
compliant fish screen added 2014).

Status
Met

Surveyed number of ﬁsh passage barriers
The number of surveyed barriers increased due to recent Met
and unscreened diversions associated with surveys but the barriers are older than the baseline of
agriculture.
2011. There have been reductions in fish passage barriers
in basins where barriers have been mapped.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There have been fish passage barriers corrected and fish
screens installed.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

The tracking includes using State and NYCD information per Fish
Passage Protection Goal and Benchmark and Riparian Protection Goal
and Benchmark.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 14 ‐
Improve ﬁsh passage condi ons related to agriculture.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland enhancement and
restoration projects implemented
(including ar ﬁcial wetlands). Number
and extent of actions implemented to
reduce artificial drainage of wetlands.

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts Not met
in the intersect within Klickitat basin in Yakima County.

Wetland area, and cover, as detected
using Ecology’s Wetland Change Analysis, if
it becomes available. In the interim,
riparian cover in areas intersecting
mapped wetlands and agriculture will be
used as a proxy.

There is no available remote sensing interpretation from Met
the Department of Ecology. Alternative monitoring
includes riparian review with the hydrologic study area as
a proxy, and aerial/map reviews. Howver, there is no
change in the intersect with wetlands or hydrologic study
areas.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There are no known BMPs or increases in wetlands
protection in the Klickitat though no change in intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
There are limited mapped wetland
areas in the basin, and no known
BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts
in the intersect. After reviewing if
there are degraded functions or
values, the adaptive management
ac ons are: 1) Seek willing
landowners in areas of intersect to
implement wetland best
management prac ces; 2) Increase
wetland enhancement or restoration
projects with willing landowners.The
SYCD intends to engage with the
Eastern Klickitat Conservation District
(EKCD), NRCS, and other entities to
identify completed or pending
conservation practices. SYCD
anticipates greater coordination on
conservation and enhancement
projects with the EKCD.

Monitoring sufficient?

The monitoring is largely via the tracking tool of conservation
practices, and through landscape review of changes in wetlands area
and hydrologic study areas. There have been aerial photo reviews to
date rather than site visits due to COVID‐19 pandemic. There is no
available remote sensing interpretation from the Department of
Ecology.

Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland enhancement and
restoration projects implemented
(including ar ﬁcial wetlands). Number
and extent of actions implemented to
reduce artificial drainage of wetlands.

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts Not met
in the intersect within the Rock Glade basin in Yakima
County.

Wetland area, and cover, as detected
using Ecology’s Wetland Change Analysis, if
it becomes available. In the interim,
riparian cover in areas intersecting
mapped wetlands and agriculture will be
used as a proxy.

There is no available remote sensing interpretation from Met
the Department of Ecology. Alternative monitoring
includes riparian review with the hydrologic study area as
a proxy, and aerial/map reviews. However, there is no
substantive change in the intersect with wetlands or
hydrologic study areas. Mapped change in the hydrologic
study area shows rangeland being reclassified to: CRP/
conservation. There is no change in the wetlands
intersect.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There are no known BMPs or increases in wetlands
protection in the Rock Glade basin, though no change in
intersect.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
There are limited mapped wetland
areas in the basin, and no known
BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts
in the intersect. After reviewing if
there are degraded functions or
values, the adaptive management
ac ons are: 1) Seek willing
landowners in areas of intersect to
implement wetland best
management prac ces; 2) Increase
wetland enhancement or restoration
projects with willing landowners.The
SYCD intends to engage with the
Eastern Klickitat Conservation District
(EKCD), NRCS, and other entities to
identify completed or pending
conservation practices. SYCD
anticipates greater coordination on
conservation and enhancement
projects with the EKCD.

Monitoring sufficient?

The monitoring is largely via the tracking tool of conservation
practices, and through landscape review of changes in wetlands area
and hydrologic study areas. There have been aerial photo reviews to

Yes

No
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date rather than site visits due to COVID‐19 pandemic. There is no
available remote sensing interpretation from the Department of
Ecology.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland enhancement and
restoration projects implemented
(including ar ﬁcial wetlands). Number
and extent of actions implemented to
reduce artificial drainage of wetlands.

Accomplishment
There have been areawide efforts involved in the
intersect of agriculture and wetlands. For example,
Yakama Riparian & Wetlands Project Wapato Reach, a
multiyear project.

Wetland area, and cover, as detected
using Ecology’s Wetland Change Analysis, if
it becomes available. In the interim,
riparian cover in areas intersecting
mapped wetlands and agriculture will be
used as a proxy.

There is no available remote sensing interpretation from Met
the Department of Ecology. Alternative monitoring
includes riparian review with the hydrologic study area as
a proxy, and aerial/map reviews. Mapped change in the
wetlands intersect shows rangeland being reclassified to
cropland due to improved mapping. There has been some
potential change to irrigated crops but based on a review
of current and historical aerial photos and areas of
change in the intersect mapping, it appears that even
where irrigated crops are shown, there were crops since
at least 2011, or changes outside of the mapped wetlands
areas. Riparian areas are reviewed through the hydrologic
study area that includes wetlands, streams, lakes and 100
foot study areas. Results are similar to the wetlands
review. There have been riparian improvement projects
(e.g. 8.73 acres of tree/shrub establishment between
2011 and 2019).

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There have been wetlands and/or riparian enhancement
efforts in agricultural intersect areas.

Benchmark Monitoring
The monitoring is largely via the tracking tool of conservation
practices, and through landscape review of changes in wetlands area
and hydrologic study areas. There have been aerial photo reviews to
date rather than site visits due to COVID‐19 pandemic. There is no
available remote sensing interpretation from the Department of
Ecology.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland enhancement and
restoration projects implemented
(including ar ﬁcial wetlands). Number
and extent of actions implemented to
reduce artificial drainage of wetlands.

Accomplishment
Status
A specific wetland enhancement project was conducted
Met
by the NYCD in the Naches basin: Dedicated Wetland
Area for Lust Spring Project 2018: 1.04 acres. See also
riparian projects (15.82 acres of tree/shrub establishment
between 2011‐2019).

Wetland area, and cover, as detected
using Ecology’s Wetland Change Analysis, if
it becomes available. In the interim,
riparian cover in areas intersecting
mapped wetlands and agriculture will be
used as a proxy.

There is no available remote sensing interpretation from Met
the Department of Ecology. Alternative monitoring
includes riparian review with the hydrologic study area as
a proxy, and aerial/map reviews. Mapped change in the
wetlands intersect shows rangeland being reclassified to
cropland due to improved mapping (fallow/idle non‐
irrigated). Riparian areas are reviewed through the
hydrologic study area that includes wetlands, streams,
lakes and 100 foot study areas. Results are similar to the
wetlands review. There have been riparian improvement
projects (15.82 acres of tree/shrub establishment
between 2011‐2019).

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There have been wetlands and riparian enhancement
efforts in agricultural intersect areas.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The monitoring is largely via the tracking tool of conservation
practices, and through landscape review of changes in wetlands area
and hydrologic study areas. There have been aerial photo reviews to
date rather than site visits due to COVID‐19 pandemic. There is no
available remote sensing interpretation from the Department of
Ecology.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of wetland enhancement and
restoration projects implemented
(including ar ﬁcial wetlands). Number
and extent of actions implemented to
reduce artificial drainage of wetlands.

Accomplishment
Status
Specific wetlands enhancement projects are not
Met
identified but multiple objective projects address
wetlands. Conservation practices have been conducted
since the Work Plan baseline in riparian areas intersecting
with agriculture. There are also ongoing activities to
restore and enhance wetlands in floodplains on
agricultural land. See also Floodplains Protection Goal and
Benchmark.

Wetland area, and cover, as detected
using Ecology’s Wetland Change Analysis, if
it becomes available. In the interim,
riparian cover in areas intersecting
mapped wetlands and agriculture will be
used as a proxy.

The area of change from rangeland to cropland in the
Met
wetland intersect is largely due to improved mapping
rather than potential changes to irrigated crops. Some
difference shows change from rangeland to cropland but
not necessarily a loss of wetlands; a review of current and
historical aerial photos indicates that even for rangeland
mapped with irrigated cropland in areas of wetlands
intersect, the aerial photos show historic cropping as of
2011.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There have been wetlands and/or riparian enhancement
efforts in agricultural intersect areas.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
The monitoring is largely via the tracking tool of conservation
practices, and through landscape review of changes in wetlands area
and hydrologic study areas. There have been aerial photo reviews to
date rather than site visits due to COVID‐19 pandemic. There is no
available remote sensing interpretation from the Department of
Ecology.
Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
There are no areas of wetlands intersect in the Alkali‐
Squilchuck basin.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Status
N/A

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 15 ‐
Enhance wetland func ons and values.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment
There is no intersect.

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:19

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 170 of 265

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe enhanced or
restored (enhanced in area or native
cover).

Accomplishment
There is no increase in quality through BMPs in the Rock
Glade basin.

Status
Not met

Number and extent of best management
The change in the intersect reflects a CRP/Conservation
Met
practices implemented to control invasive categorization. In 2020 nearly all crops use IPM strategies
species and encourage native shrub‐steppe to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)
species (enhanced in area or native cover)
(managed grazing, native plant
propagation, rain guzzlers, avoid disturbing
seedbank, IPM)
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There is no increase in quality through BMPs in the basin;
there may be some application of IPM.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring has occurred through tracking of conservation practices
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Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. There
may be some application of IPM
though not geographically
documented. It is recommended that
the Work Group consider the advice
of the shrub‐steppe expert panel
consulted. The expert panel included
some conservation recommendations
and conservation grazing to help
make progress in future years. The
adaptive management plan is to:
Promote implementa on of
enhancement or restoration with
willing landowners.The SYCD intends
to engage with the Eastern Klickitat
Conservation District (EKCD), NRCS,
and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
enhancement projects with the EKCD.

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No
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implemented by technical assistance providers, and remote sensing
combined with consultation with a technical panel. See: Shrub‐Steppe
Protection Goal and Benchmark. There are some areas identified for
monitoring improvement by the expert panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe enhanced or
restored (enhanced in area or native
cover).

Accomplishment
There have been some practices such as green strips (30
acres) and exclusion fences in shrub steppe (7.5 miles)
from the baseline to 2020.

Status
Met

Number and extent of best management
There have been some practices such as green strips and Met
practices implemented to control invasive exclusion fences. (See above.) In 2020 nearly all crops use
species and encourage native shrub‐steppe IPM strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)
species (enhanced in area or native cover)
(managed grazing, native plant
propagation, rain guzzlers, avoid disturbing
seedbank, IPM)
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There have been some practices in shrub‐steppe areas;
there may be some application of IPM.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has occurred through tracking of conservation practices
implemented by technical assistance providers, and remote sensing
combined with consultation with a technical panel. See: Shrub‐Steppe
Protection Goal and Benchmark. There are some areas identified for
monitoring improvement by the expert panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe enhanced or
restored (enhanced in area or native
cover).

Accomplishment
The Tieton Cattle property in the Naches basin was
purchased by WDFW in 2014 for conservation with
limited prescriptive grazing. Size is 1,612 acres Also, in
2019, WDFW purchased the 4,698 acre Van Wyk
property; it is still a "working land" with grazing
agreements.

Status
Met

Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to control invasive
species and encourage native shrub‐steppe
species (enhanced in area or native cover)
(managed grazing, native plant
propagation, rain guzzlers, avoid disturbing
seedbank, IPM)

One property in the Naches basin was purchased for
conservation with limited prescriptive grazing (size is
1,612 acres). There may be some application of IPM with
inventoried cropland (James 2020)

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

There have been some practices in the basin in shrub‐
steppe habitats.

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has occurred through tracking of conservation practices
implemented by technical assistance providers, and remote sensing
combined with consultation with a technical panel. See: Shrub‐Steppe
Protection Goal and Benchmark. There are some areas identified for
monitoring improvement by the expert panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Status
N/A

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 175 of 265

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe enhanced or
restored (enhanced in area or native
cover).

Accomplishment
There is no known increase in quality through BMPs in
the basin.

Number and extent of best management
In 2020 nearly all crops use IPM strategies to a greater or
practices implemented to control invasive lesser extent. (James, 2020)
species and encourage native shrub‐steppe
species (enhanced in area or native cover)
(managed grazing, native plant
propagation, rain guzzlers, avoid disturbing
seedbank, IPM)
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
There is no increase in quality through BMPs in the basin.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring has occurred through tracking of conservation practices
implemented by technical assistance providers, and remote sensing
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Status
Not met

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. There
may be some application of IPM
though not geographically
documented. It is recommended that
the Work Group consider the advice
of the shrub‐steppe expert panel
consulted. The expert panel included
some conservation recommendations
and conservation grazing to help
make progress in future years. The
adaptive management plan is to:
Promote implementa on of
enhancement or restoration with
willing landowners.As funding
becomes available, the NYCD intends
to develop a work program that could
provide additional information and
implement some shrub‐steppe expert
panel recommendations with willing
landowners.

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No
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combined with consultation with a technical panel. See: Shrub‐Steppe
Protection Goal and Benchmark. There are some areas identified for
monitoring improvement by the expert panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 16 ‐
Improve biodiversity of shrub‐steppe habitats.
* Promote voluntary measures to enhance shrub‐steppe habitat and shrub‐steppe corridors with the ﬁrst priority
as areas where the benchmark of shrub‐steppe protection of functions and values is at risk of degrading compared
to baseline. Enhancement opportunities should include firstly current blocks and currently utilized corridors and
secondly historical or likely suitable corridors that could be established or renewed.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe enhanced or
restored (enhanced in area or native
cover).

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or Not met
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the Alkali‐Squilchuck basin.

Number and extent of best management
There is no inventoried cropland, and no known areas of
practices implemented to control invasive BMPs.
species and encourage native shrub‐steppe
species (enhanced in area or native cover)
(managed grazing, native plant
propagation, rain guzzlers, avoid disturbing
seedbank, IPM)
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Not met

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There is no increase in quality through BMPs in the basin.

Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing to help make
progress in future years. The adaptive
management plan is to: Promote
implementation of enhancement or
restoration with willing
landowners.The NYCD intends to
contact the major producer in the
area on their rangeland management
practices. NYCD would document any
producer conservation practices since
the baseline. Next steps would be
determined based on that outreach
and available funding.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring has occurred through tracking of conservation practices
implemented by technical assistance providers, and remote sensing
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Yes
No
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combined with consultation with a technical panel. See: Shrub‐Steppe
Protection Goal and Benchmark. There are some areas identified for
monitoring improvement by the expert panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point restored (enhanced in area or
native cover).

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or Not met
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the Klickitat basin.

Area of voluntary informal set‐asides by
There are no known set‐asides.
producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Not met

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the basin.

Yes
No
There was no increase in protected,
enhanced, or restored habitat
connectivity corridors including
linkages and pinch points. It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing to help make
progress in future years. The adaptive
management plan is to: Seek willing
landowners to enhance or restore
habitat in high value blocks or
connectivity corridors.The SYCD
intends to engage with the Eastern
Klickitat Conservation District (EKCD),
NRCS, and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
enhancement projects with the EKCD.

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring included mapping of corridors and shrub‐steppe, and
aerial review in areas of change.

Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point restored (enhanced in area or
native cover).

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or Not met
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the basin.

Area of voluntary informal set‐asides by
producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.

There is about 20,205 acres in the linkage centrality that
is inventoried as CRP/Conservation. In Rock‐Glade basin,
in areas of mapping change from rangeland to cropland,
there is an increase in CRP but a reduction of CRP status
overall in inventoried cropland between 2016 and 2019.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Not met

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the basin.

Yes
No
There was no increase in protected,
enhanced, or restored habitat
connectivity corridors including
linkages and pinch points. It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing to help make
progress in future years. The adaptive
management plan is to: Seek willing
landowners to enhance or restore
habitat in high value blocks or
connectivity corridors.The SYCD
intends to engage with the Eastern
Klickitat Conservation District (EKCD),
NRCS, and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
enhancement projects with the EKCD.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring included mapping of corridors and shrub‐steppe, and
aerial review in areas of change.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point restored (enhanced in area or
native cover).

Accomplishment
There have been some areas of conservation practices
such as exclusion fencing (7.5 miles) and Wiserma
Greenstrip Blackrock Pilot Project 2019‐2021 (30 acres).

Area of voluntary informal set‐asides by
producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.

There have been some areas of conservation practices
Met
such as Wiserma Greenstrip Blackrock Pilot noted above.
In Lower Yakima basin, in areas of mapping change from
rangeland to cropland, there is an increase in CRP but a
reduction of CRP status overall in inventoried cropland
between 2016 and 2019.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?

A greenstrips practice and exclusion fencing are in a
habitat corridor in Lower Yakima.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring included mapping of corridors and shrub‐steppe, and
aerial review in areas of change.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point restored (enhanced in area or
native cover).

Accomplishment
One property (1,612 acres) in the Naches basin was
purchased for conservation with limited prescriptive
grazing and is in a linkage centrality area.

Area of voluntary informal set‐asides by
One property (1,612 acres) in the Naches basin was
producers, leases, easements, or
purchased for conservation with limited prescriptive
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
grazing and is in a linkage centrality area.
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
A large property in the Naches basin was purchased for
conservation with limited prescriptive grazing and is in a
linkage centrality area.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Met

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring included mapping of corridors and shrub‐steppe, and
aerial review in areas of change.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No
Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point restored (enhanced in area or
native cover).

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or Not met
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the Upper Yakima basin.

Area of voluntary informal set‐asides by
There are no known set‐asides in the basin.
producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Not met

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the basin.

Yes
No
There was no increase in protected,
enhanced, or restored habitat
connectivity corridors including
linkages and pinch points. It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing to help make
progress in future years. The adaptive
management plan is to: Seek willing
landowners to enhance or restore
habitat in high value blocks or
connectivity corridors.As funding
becomes available, the NYCD intends
to develop a work program that could
provide additional information and
implement some shrub‐steppe expert
panel recommendations with willing
landowners.

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring included mapping of corridors and shrub‐steppe, and
aerial review in areas of change.

Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 17 ‐
Improve habitat connectivity in important linkage areas or pinch points. *See row above (16) for priorities
[Biodiversity: Shrub‐Steppe]
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of shrub‐steppe linkage centrality or
pinch point restored (enhanced in area or
native cover).

Accomplishment
Status
There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or Not met
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the Alkali‐Squilchuck basin.

Area of voluntary informal set‐asides by
There are no known set‐asides.
producers, leases, easements, or
acquisitions to retain connectivity. Tools
that retain taxable land area are preferred.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Not met

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There are no known increases in protected, enhanced, or
restored habitat connectivity corridors including linkages
and pinch points in the intersect of agriculture and shrub‐
steppe in the basin.

Yes
No
There was no increase in protected,
enhanced, or restored habitat
connectivity corridors including
linkages and pinch points. It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing to help make
progress in future years. The adaptive
management plan is to: Seek willing
landowners to enhance or restore
habitat in high value blocks or
connectivity corridors.The NYCD
intends to contact the major
producer in the area on their
rangeland management practices.
NYCD would document any producer
conservation practices since the
baseline. Next steps would be
determined based on that outreach
and available funding.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring included mapping of corridors and shrub‐steppe, and
aerial review in areas of change.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of eﬀorts implemented to control
invasive species, including managed
grazing (based on an annual/seasonal
review of composition and native cover
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There are no known practices.

Status
Not met

Number of outreach eﬀorts to federal,
The area is part of the Yakima County Community
Met
state, and local land managers and owners Wildfire Protection Plan. It is a coordinated plan based on
and fire‐fighting and environmental
public engagement.
agencies to develop a coordinated
approach to fire management that will
limit impacts to shrub‐steppe.
Number of comments submi ed and
meetings attended by Work Group
representatives to monitor and get
involved in development of management
plan for Yakima Training Center, where
possible.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Basin is not near YTC.

N/A

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No known practices that address invasive species or native
shrub‐steppe species.

Yes
No
There were no efforts implemented
to control invasive species, including
managed grazing (based on an
annual/seasonal review of
composition and native cover
compared to baseline). It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing including
practices to reduce the risk of fire to
help make progress in future years.
There is also the Blackrock
greenstrips pilot project that could be
considered. The adaptive
management plan is to: 1) Seek
willing landowners in areas of
intersect to provide access and work
with Technical Service Provider to
assist in habitat rehabilitation /
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recovery, such as by increasing best
management practices; and 2)
Promote implementa on of na ve
grass planting through enhancement
or restoration.The SYCD intends to
engage with the Eastern Klickitat
Conservation District (EKCD), NRCS,
and other entities to identify
completed or pending conservation
practices. SYCD anticipates greater
coordination on conservation and
enhancement projects with the EKCD.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring has included tracking tool practices, windshield and aerial
review, and remote sensing imagery interpretations with an expert
panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of eﬀorts implemented to control
invasive species, including managed
grazing (based on an annual/seasonal
review of composition and native cover
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
The WDFW and SYCD have implemented 30 acres of
greenstrips along SR 24 (2019‐2021).

Status
Met

Number of outreach eﬀorts to federal,
The Yakima County Community Wildfire Protection Plan is Met
state, and local land managers and owners a coordinated plan that addresses wildland fire including
and fire‐fighting and environmental
agriculture. It was created with a public process.
agencies to develop a coordinated
approach to fire management that will
limit impacts to shrub‐steppe.
Number of comments submi ed and
meetings attended by Work Group
representatives to monitor and get
involved in development of management
plan for Yakima Training Center, where
possible.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Interface occurred with YTC on the shrub‐steppe imagery
analysis and conservation practices in fall 2020.

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?

There have been some areas of conservation practices
such as exclusion fencing and Wiserma Greenstrip
Blackrock Pilot.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring has included tracking tool practices, windshield and aerial
review, and remote sensing imagery interpretations with an expert
panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of eﬀorts implemented to control
invasive species, including managed
grazing (based on an annual/seasonal
review of composition and native cover
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
See prescriptive grazing in the Naches basin including on
the former Tieton Cattle property (about 1,612 acres),
and the Van Wyk property (4,698 acres).

Status
Met

Number of outreach eﬀorts to federal,
The Yakima County Community Wildfire Protection Plan is Met
state, and local land managers and owners a coordinated plan that addresses wildland fire including
and fire‐fighting and environmental
agriculture. It was created with a public process.
agencies to develop a coordinated
approach to fire management that will
limit impacts to shrub‐steppe.
Number of comments submi ed and
meetings attended by Work Group
representatives to monitor and get
involved in development of management
plan for Yakima Training Center, where
possible.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Interface occurred with YTC on the shrub‐steppe imagery
analysis and conservation practices in fall 2020.

Comments

Met

Adaptive Management?

There have been some areas of conservation practices
such as prescribed grazing on conservation purchase land.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included tracking tool practices, windshield and aerial
review, and remote sensing imagery interpretations with an expert
panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of eﬀorts implemented to control
invasive species, including managed
grazing (based on an annual/seasonal
review of composition and native cover
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
There is no known managed grazing to reduce fire risk.

Number of outreach eﬀorts to federal,
state, and local land managers and owners
and fire‐fighting and environmental
agencies to develop a coordinated
approach to fire management that will
limit impacts to shrub‐steppe.

The Yakima County Community Wildfire Protection Plan is Met
a coordinated plan that addresses wildland fire including
agriculture. It was created with a public process. NYCD
has worked directly with affected individuals and entities
in regard to the Evans Canyon Fire emergency this late fall
2019. These contacts were sought to exchange vital
technical information related to flooding concerns, mass
debris flow potentials, water quality degradation as well
as potential threat to life and property. The work included
site visits and follow‐up with landowners as well as
coordination with responsible entities such as the DNR,
WDFW, BLM, USGS, NOAA, NRCS, etc.

Number of comments submi ed and
meetings attended by Work Group
representatives to monitor and get
involved in development of management
plan for Yakima Training Center, where
possible.

Interface occurred with YTC on the shrub‐steppe imagery
analysis and conservation practices in fall 2020.

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Status
Not met

Met

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No
No known practices that address invasive species or native
shrub‐steppe species.
There were no efforts implemented
to control invasive species, including
managed grazing (based on an
annual/seasonal review of
composition and native cover
compared to baseline). It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing including
practices to reduce the risk of fire to
help make progress in future years.
There is also the Blackrock
greenstrips pilot project that could be
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considered. The adaptive
management plan is to: 1) Seek
willing landowners in areas of
intersect to provide access and work
with Technical Service Provider to
assist in habitat rehabilitation /
recovery, such as by increasing best
management practices; and 2)
Promote implementa on of na ve
grass planting through enhancement
or restoration. As funding becomes
available, the NYCD intends to
develop a work program that could
provide additional information and
implement some shrub‐steppe expert
panel recommendations with willing
landowners.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included tracking tool practices, windshield and aerial
review, and remote sensing imagery interpretations with an expert
panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 18 ‐
Reduce ﬁre risk to shrub‐steppe habitat.
Strategy/Metric Description
Area of eﬀorts implemented to control
invasive species, including managed
grazing (based on an annual/seasonal
review of composition and native cover
compared to baseline).

Accomplishment
No BMPs are known.

Status
Not met

Number of outreach eﬀorts to federal,
The Yakima County Community Wildfire Protection Plan is Met
state, and local land managers and owners a coordinated plan that addresses wildland fire including
and fire‐fighting and environmental
agriculture. It was created with a public process.
agencies to develop a coordinated
approach to fire management that will
limit impacts to shrub‐steppe.
Number of comments submi ed and
meetings attended by Work Group
representatives to monitor and get
involved in development of management
plan for Yakima Training Center, where
possible.
Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Interface occurred with YTC on the shrub‐steppe imagery
analysis and conservation practices in fall 2020.

Met

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No known practices that address invasive species or native
shrub‐steppe species.

Yes
No
There were no efforts implemented
to control invasive species, including
managed grazing (based on an
annual/seasonal review of
composition and native cover
compared to baseline). It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing including
practices to reduce the risk of fire to
help make progress in future years.
There is also the Blackrock
greenstrips pilot project that could be
considered. The adaptive
management plan is to: 1) Seek
willing landowners in areas of
intersect to provide access and work
with Technical Service Provider to
assist in habitat rehabilitation /
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recovery, such as by increasing best
management practices; and 2)
Promote implementa on of na ve
grass planting through enhancement
or restoration.The NYCD intends to
contact the major producer in the
area on their rangeland management
practices. NYCD would document any
producer conservation practices since
the baseline. Next steps would be
determined based on that outreach
and available funding.
Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Monitoring has included tracking tool practices, windshield and aerial
review, and remote sensing imagery interpretations with an expert
panel.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans implemented.

Accomplishment
There is no interface with cropland.

Status
N/A

Area of habitat enhanced for pollinators
to achieve diversity in pollinator species
(enhanced in area, cover, or diversity of
pollinator host species).

There has been a decrease in bare ground (‐279 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Decrease in bare ground.

Benchmark Monitoring

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included the tracking tool. WSU spatial information
has not been available but consultation with WSU experts and review
of literature has shown an increase in crop types that attract bees and
use of practices that support pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐
till, and irrigation efficiencies.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans implemented.

Accomplishment
Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops use IPM
strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)

Status
Met

Area of habitat enhanced for pollinators
to achieve diversity in pollinator species
(enhanced in area, cover, or diversity of
pollinator host species).

There was an increase in bare ground but due to fire
(+1,438 acres). There was an increase in bee supportive
crops (+527 acres) and drip irrigation (+66 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Increase in bare ground but due to fire. Increase in bee
supportive crops and drip irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included the tracking tool. WSU spatial information
has not been available but consultation with WSU experts and review
of literature has shown an increase in crop types that attract bees and
use of practices that support pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐
till, and irrigation efficiencies.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans implemented.

Accomplishment
Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops use IPM
strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)

Area of habitat enhanced for pollinators to
achieve diversity in pollinator species
(enhanced in area, cover, or diversity of
pollinator host species).

There appears to be an increase in crop types (+4,270)
Met
that attract bees and use of practices that support
pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐till, and irrigation
efficiencies (+8,660 acres drip). There are about 9,300
acres of no‐till practices and 200+ participants.

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Reduction in bare ground. Increase in bee supportive
crops. Conservation practices implemented include: IPM,
no‐till, and drip irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Status
Met

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring has included the tracking tool. WSU spatial information
has not been available but consultation with WSU experts and review
of literature has shown an increase in crop types that attract bees and
use of practices that support pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐
till, and irrigation efficiencies.

Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans implemented.

Accomplishment
Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops use IPM
strategies to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)

Area of habitat enhanced for pollinators
to achieve diversity in pollinator species
(enhanced in area, cover, or diversity of
pollinator host species).

There appears to be a decrease in bare ground (‐3,262
Met
acres) though a small decrease in crop types (‐194 acres)
that attract bees and use of practices that support
pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐till, and irrigation
efficiencies (+220 acres drip and 267 drip/micro‐sprinkler).

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Status
Met

Adaptive Management?

Decrease in bare ground. Decrease in bee supportive
crops but increase in conservation land, and increase in
conservation practices including drip irrigatin, and no‐till.
IPM is in use.

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring has included the tracking tool. WSU spatial information
has not been available but consultation with WSU experts and review
of literature has shown an increase in crop types that attract bees and
use of practices that support pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐
till, and irrigation efficiencies.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans implemented.

Accomplishment
Status
Regarding IPM, in 2020 nearly all crops use IPM strategies Met
to a greater or lesser extent. (James, 2020)

Area of habitat enhanced for pollinators
to achieve diversity in pollinator species
(enhanced in area, cover, or diversity of
pollinator host species).

There appear to be an increase in crop types (+318 acres) Met
that attract bees and use of practices that support
pollinators such as irrigation efficiencies (+689 acres drip).

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Decrease in bare ground, and increase in bee supportive
crops. Increase in drip irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included the tracking tool. WSU spatial information
has not been available but consultation with WSU experts and review
of literature has shown an increase in crop types that attract bees and
use of practices that support pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐
till, and irrigation efficiencies.
Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

No

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 19 ‐
Improve the abundance and diversity of na ve pollinators.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plans implemented.

Accomplishment
There is no known increase in pollinator habitat or BMPs.

Status
Not met

Area of habitat enhanced for pollinators
to achieve diversity in pollinator species
(enhanced in area, cover, or diversity of
pollinator host species).

There is no known increase in pollinator habitat or BMPs.

Not met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Small increase in bare ground; potentially due to fire. No
known decrease in BMPs. There are limited BMPs as there
is no inventoried cropland with irrigation, or IPM as there
is no inventoried cropland.

Yes
No
There was a small increase in bare
ground; potentially due to fire. No
known decrease in BMPs. There are
limited BMPs as there is no
inventoried cropland with irrigation,
or IPM as there is no inventoried
cropland. First, the conditions with
regard to agricultural practices and
IPM could be reviewed. The adaptive
management ac on is: Promote
implementation of pollinator planting
through enhancement or
restoration.The NYCD intends to
contact the major producer in the
area on their rangeland management
practices. NYCD would document any
producer conservation practices since
the baseline. Next steps would be
determined based on that outreach
and available funding.

Benchmark Monitoring
Monitoring has included the tracking tool. WSU spatial information
has not been available but consultation with WSU experts and review
of literature has shown an increase in crop types that attract bees and
use of practices that support pollinators such as cover crops, IPM, no‐
till, and irrigation efficiencies.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes.

Accomplishment
Status
There was a decrease in bare ground in the intersect with Met
geologic hazards (‐73 acres).

Number and extent of best management
practices for slope stability (e.g. contour
planting, retaining native vegetation,
irrigation efficiencies).

There was a decrease in bare ground in the intersect with Met
geologic hazards (‐73 acres).

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Decrease in bare ground.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Monitoring has included the tracking tool, imagery interpretation, and
regional water quality studies.

Yes

No
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes.

Accomplishment
Efficient irrigation increased in the basin (+66 acres drip).

Status
Met

Number and extent of best management
practices for slope stability (e.g. contour
planting, retaining native vegetation,
irrigation efficiencies).

Efficient irrigation increased in the basin (+66 acres drip).
Change in bare ground (+30 acres) was due to fire.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Increase in bare ground, though due to fire; increase in
CRP and efficient irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included the tracking tool, imagery interpretation, and
regional water quality studies.
Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

No
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes.

Accomplishment
Status
Efficient irrigation increased in the basin (+ 8,660 acres of Met
drip and 13,376 acres of micro‐sprinklers). There was also
an increase in no‐till practices (200+ participants and
9,300 acres 2011‐2020). There was a decrease in bare
ground between 2011 and 2019 (‐1,383 acres).

Number and extent of best management
practices for slope stability (e.g. contour
planting, retaining native vegetation,
irrigation efficiencies).

Efficient irrigation increased in the basin (+ 8,660 acres of Met
drip and 13,376 acres of micro‐sprinklers). There was also
an increase in no‐till practices (200+ participants and
9,300 acres 2011‐2020). There was a decrease in bare
ground between 2011 and 2019 (‐1,383 acres).

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Benchmark Monitoring

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included the tracking tool, imagery interpretation, and
regional water quality studies.
Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

No
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes.

Accomplishment
Between 2011 and 2019: Efficient irrigation increased in
the basin (+220 acres drip, +267 acres drip/micro‐
sprinkler, and 3,233 acres micro‐sprinkler). There was an
increase in no‐till practices of 18.89 acres. There was also
a decrease in bare ground (‐982 acres).

Status
Met

Number and extent of best management
practices for slope stability (e.g. contour
planting, retaining native vegetation,
irrigation efficiencies).

Between 2011 and 2019: Efficient irrigation increased in
the basin (+220 acres drip, +267 acres drip/micro‐
sprinkler, and 3,233 acres micro‐sprinkler). There was an
increase in no‐till practices of 18.89 acres. There was also
a decrease in bare ground (‐982 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Yes

No

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No
Monitoring has included the tracking tool, imagery interpretation, and
regional water quality studies.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes.

Accomplishment
Efficient irrigation increased in the basin (+689 acres of
drip, +408 acres of micro‐sprinkler). Between 2011 and
2019 there was a decrease in bare ground (‐288 acres) in
the intersect of geologic hazards.

Status
Met

Number and extent of best management
practices for slope stability (e.g. contour
planting, retaining native vegetation,
irrigation efficiencies).

Efficient irrigation increased in the basin (+689 acres of
drip, +408 acres of micro‐sprinkler). Between 2011 and
2019 there was a decrease in bare ground (‐288 acres) in
the intersect of geologic hazards.

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

Reduction in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.

Benchmark Monitoring

Yes

No

Monitoring sufficient?

Yes
Monitoring has included the tracking tool, imagery interpretation, and
regional water quality studies.
Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

No
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Number and extent of best management
practices implemented to manage runoff
to steep slopes.

Accomplishment
Between 2011 and 2019, there was a decrease in bare
ground (‐92 acres).

Status
Met

Number and extent of best management
practices for slope stability (e.g. contour
planting, retaining native vegetation,
irrigation efficiencies).

Between 2011 and 2019, there was a decrease in bare
ground (‐92 acres).

Met

Benchmark Met?
Yes
No

Comments
Decrease in bare ground.

Adaptive Management?
Yes
No

Benchmark Monitoring

Monitoring sufficient?
Yes
No
Monitoring has included the tracking tool, imagery interpretation, and
regional water quality studies.
Goal: 6
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck
agricultural activities.
Benchmark: 20 ‐
Manage irriga on prac ces and agricultural ac vi es to reduce risks associated with steep slopes in agricultural
areas.
Strategy/Metric Description
Goal and Benchmark do not apply to this
Critical Area.

Accomplishment

Status
N/A

Goal Results
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No change in intersect.

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

No floodplain intersect.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

No change in intersect.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

No change in intersect.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

No floodplain intersect.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Changes due to improved mapping: CRP /conservation.

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

There has been no net increase in structures or barriers
resulting in floodplain disconnection, and there has been
continued application of the County’s flood hazard
management regulations. Any differences in the intersect
are below the adaptive management action threshold and
appear to be offset by floodplain conservation and
enhancement activities.There has been continued
application of the County’s flood hazard management
regulations.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Minor change in intersect, mostly due to improved
mapping; may not represent on the ground change.
Wetland enhancement projects in areas of agriculture
underway. Small CRP area. Also see riparian.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

No

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

The changes in the hydrologic study areas are small below
the thresholds above, and may not represent habitat loss
as they are locations where rangeland changed to
cropland in the hydrologic study area. There have been
conservation practices and areawide enhancements that
would exceed the levels of potential change in the
hydrologic study area.

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

There has been no net increase in structures or barriers
resulting in floodplain disconnection, and there has been
continued application of the County’s flood hazard
management regulations. Any differences are below the
adaptive management action threshold and appear to be
offset by floodplain conservation and enhancement
activities.There has been continued application of the
County’s flood hazard management regulations.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Change due to improved mapping. Small conservation
practice adding wetland enhancement. Also see riparian
enhancement.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

No

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 222 of 265

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

The changes in the hydrologic study areas are small below
the thresholds above, and may not represent habitat loss
as they are locations where rangeland changed to
cropland in the hydrologic study area. There have been
conservation practices and areawide enhancements that
would exceed the levels of potential change in the
hydrologic study area.

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

There has been no net increase in structures or barriers
resulting in floodplain disconnection, and no reduction in
the area of connected floodplain. Any differences are
below the adaptive management action threshold and
appear to be offset by floodplain conservation and
enhancement activities. There has been continued
application of the County’s flood hazard management
regulations.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Areas of change in the wetland intersect are small and
below adaptive management thresholds. Much of the
difference is due to improved mapping rather than true
change. Conservation practices have been conducted
since the Work Plan baseline in riparian and wetlands
areas intersecting with agriculture.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

No

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

The changes in the hydrologic study areas are small below
the thresholds above, and may not represent habitat loss
as they are locations where rangeland changed to
cropland in the hydrologic study area. There have been
conservation practices and areawide enhancements that
would exceed the levels of potential change in the
hydrologic study area.

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?

Minor reduction in intersect; potential non‐agricultural
use or map correction.
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Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Yes

No documented structures built in intersect. There has
been continued application of the County’s flood hazard
management regulations.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Yes

No intersect.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 1
Protect the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

No
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No intersect with shrub‐steppe. No change in intersect
with habitat corridors.

Comments
No

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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No

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?

Area of change largely CRP/conservation; other areas of
change appear to have been surveyed prior to 2011.

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Areas of change fall below the adaptive management
threshold. There have been some areas of conservation
practices such as exclusion fencing and Wiserma
Greenstrip Blackrock Pilot.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to wetlands.
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No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Yes

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Areas of change fall below the adaptive management
threshold, and more than offset by prescribed grazing on
conservation purchase land.

Comments
No

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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No

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

No

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Areas of change fall below the adaptive management
threshold.

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Yes

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments

Yes

No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No change in intersect.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to CARA.
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No

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Goal: 2
Conserve biodiversity and sensitive species, particularly within shrub‐steppe
habitats without restricting ongoing or new agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Decrease in bare ground.

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to wetlands.
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No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

Increase in bare ground, though due to fire; increase in
CRP and efficient irrigation.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

No

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?

Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

No
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to CARA.
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No

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Decrease in bare ground.

Goal: 3
Avoid and minimize risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated
with agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

No

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No known BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts in the
intersect within Klickitat basin.

Yes
No
There are limited mapped wetland
areas in the basin, and no known
BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts
in the intersect. After reviewing if
there are degraded functions or
values, the adaptive management
ac ons are: 1) Seek willing
landowners in areas of intersect to
implement wetland best
management prac ces; 2) Increase
wetland enhancement or restoration
projects with willing landowners.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There is no floodplain intersect but there are hydrologic
study areas. There are no known increases in stream
restoration in the area of intersect in these basins in the
county.

Yes
No
There is no floodplain intersect with
the Klickitat basin but there are
hydrologic study areas. There are no
known increases in stream
restoration in the area of intersect in
these basins in the county. First,
there could be a closer review of
stream conditions in the portion of
the watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Seek willing landowners in
areas of intersect to implemnet
stream restoration projects.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Goal is not related to geologic hazards.
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Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

As summarized in Work Plan Appendix C, the Watershed
Plan for WRIA 30 ‐ Klickitat does not identify water
quantity (flow or storage) as a key issue for the area of the
basin contained in the county. There has been no known
increase in riparian native cover.

Yes
No
There are hydrologic study areas but
no riparian enhancement or
restoration in the area of intersect in
the county. First, there could be a
closer review of stream and riparian
conditions in the portion of the
watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Promote voluntary
implementation of native plant
enhancement in areas of intersect.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No known BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts in the
intersect within Rock‐Glade.

Yes
No
There are limited mapped wetland
areas in the basin, and no known
BMPs or wetlands restoration efforts
in the intersect. After reviewing if
there are degraded functions or
values, the adaptive management
ac ons are: 1) Seek willing
landowners in areas of intersect to
implement wetland best
management prac ces; 2) Increase
wetland enhancement or restoration
projects with willing landowners.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There is no floodplain intersect but there are hydrologic
study areas. There are no known increases in stream
restoration in the area of intersect in these basins in the
county.

Yes
No
There is no floodplain intersect with
the Rock‐Glade basin but there are
hydrologic study areas. There are no
known increases in stream
restoration in the area of intersect in
these basins in the county. First,
there could be a closer review of
stream conditions in the portion of
the watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Seek willing landowners in
areas of intersect to implemnet
stream restoration projects.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Goal is not related to geologic hazards.
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Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There has been an increase in best management practices
such as irrigation efficiencies. While there have been
water conservation measures through irrigation
efficiencies noted above, water exchanges or trusts are
not known to have been implemented. There has been no
known increase in riparian native cover.

Yes
No
There are hydrologic study areas but
no riparian enhancement or
restoration in the area of intersect in
the county. First, there could be a
closer review of stream and riparian
conditions in the portion of the
watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Promote voluntary
implementation of native plant
enhancement in areas of intersect.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

There have been wetlands and riparian best management
practices.

Comments

Yes

No

Yes

No

Goal is not related to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

There has been enhancement of floodplains, streams,
wetlands, and instream habitat.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

No

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Information shows there was increased accuracy of fish
passage barriers mapping and no new barriers since 2011.
There have been increased conservation practices
resulting in fish passage barrier removal and fish habitat
improvement. There are ongoing water conservation and
reallocation market proposals underway in the Yakima
basin applicable to the Upper Yakima and Lower Yakima
basins. Based on the tracking of conservation practices
there has been an increase in riparian native cover in
areas enhanced in the intersect of agriculture and critical
areas.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Goal is not related to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

There has been enhancement of floodplains, streams,
wetlands, and instream habitat.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

There have been wetlands and riparian best management
practices.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

No

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Information shows there was increased accuracy of fish
passage barriers mapping and no new barriers since 2011.
There have been increased conservation practices
resulting in fish passage barrier removal and fish habitat
improvement. There were water trusts and other related
practices. Based on the tracking of conservation practices
there has been an increase in riparian native cover in
areas enhanced in the intersect of agriculture and critical
areas.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Goal is not related to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

There has been enhancement of floodplains, streams,
wetlands, and instream habitat.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

There have been wetlands and riparian best management
practices.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

No

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Information shows there was increased accuracy of fish
passage barriers mapping and no new barriers since 2011.
There have been increased conservation practices
resulting in fish passage barrier removal and fish habitat
improvement. There are ongoing water conservation and
reallocation market proposals underway in the Yakima
basin applicable to the Upper Yakima and Lower Yakima
basins. Based on the tracking of conservation practices
there has been an increase in riparian native cover in
areas enhanced in the intersect of agriculture and critical
areas.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

There are no areas of wetlands intersect in the Alkali‐
Squilchuck basin.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Comments

Adaptive Management?

There are some areas of floodplain and hydrologic study
area in Alkali‐Squilchuck. There are no known
enhancement projects.

Yes
No
There are some areas of floodplain
and hydrologic study area in Alkali‐
Squilchuck. There are no known
increases in floodplain or stream
restoration in the area of intersect in
these basins in the county. First,
there could be a closer review of
floodplain and stream conditions in
the portion of the watershed in the
county to detrmine if there are
degraded functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Seek willing landowners in
areas of intersect to implement
stream restoration projects.
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Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal is not related to geologic hazards.

Goal: 4
Enhance the functions and values of hydrologically related critical areas, including
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

There has been no known increase in riparian native cover.

Yes
No
There are hydrologic study areas but
no riparian enhancement or
restoration in the area of intersect in
the county. First, there could be a
closer review of stream and riparian
conditions in the portion of the
watershed in the county to
determine if there are degraded
functions and values. If it is
determined there are restoration
needs, the adaptive management
ac on is: Promote voluntary
implementation of native plant
enhancement in areas of intersect.

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?

Comments
No

No

Comments

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

No

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No known increases in shrub‐steppe or habitat corridor
protection.

Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. There
may be some application of IPM
though not geographically
documented. It is recommended that
the Work Group consider the advice
of the shrub‐steppe expert panel
consulted. The expert panel included
some conservation recommendations
and conservation grazing to help
make progress in future years. The
adaptive management plan is to:
Promote implementa on of
enhancement or restoration with
willing landowners.

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No known increases in shrub‐steppe or habitat corridor
protection.

Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. There
may be some application of IPM
though not geographically
documented. It is recommended that
the Work Group consider the advice
of the shrub‐steppe expert panel
consulted. The expert panel included
some conservation recommendations
and conservation grazing to help
make progress in future years. The
adaptive management plan is to:
Promote implementa on of
enhancement or restoration with
willing landowners.

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.
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Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

No

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?

Considering the intersect of agriculture, shrub‐steppe, and
habitat connectivity, there has been progress in Lower
Yakima due to conservation practices.

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Considering the intersect of agriculture, shrub‐steppe, and
habitat connectivity, there has been progress in Lower
Yakima due to conservation practices.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to wetlands.
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No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

No

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Yes

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

No

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No known increases in shrub‐steppe or habitat corridor
protection. Some progress in fire response.

Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. There
may be some application of IPM
though not geographically
documented. It is recommended that
the Work Group consider the advice
of the shrub‐steppe expert panel
consulted. The expert panel included
some conservation recommendations
and conservation grazing to help
make progress in future years. The
adaptive management plan is to:
Promote implementa on of
enhancement or restoration with
willing landowners.

Goal does not apply to CARA.
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Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?

Yes

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

No

Comments

Comments
No

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to geologic hazards.

Goal: 5
Increase biodiversity and sensitive species resilience, particularly within shrub‐
steppe habitats .
Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

No known increases in shrub‐steppe or habitat corridor
protection.

Yes
No
There is no increase in quality
through BMPs in shrub‐steppe. It is
recommended that the Work Group
consider the advice of the shrub‐
steppe expert panel consulted. The
expert panel included some
conservation recommendations and
conservation grazing to help make
progress in future years. The adaptive
management plan is to: Promote
implementation of enhancement or
restoration with willing landowners.

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments

Yes

No

Decrease in bare ground.
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No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?

Comments
No

No

Comments

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

No

Geologic Hazard
30 ‐ Klickitat

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to FWHCA.

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Increase in bare ground, though due to fire; increase in
CRP and efficient irrigation.

Comments
No

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to CARA.
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No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

No

Wetlands
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to FWHCA.

Comments
No

Geologic Hazard
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
31 ‐ Rock ‐ Glade

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
30 ‐ Klickitat

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Adaptive Management?

Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Decrease in bare ground, increase in efficient irrigation.
Increase in no till and conservation cover.

Comments

Yes

No

Goal does not apply to FWHCA.
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No

Geologic Hazard
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
38 ‐ Naches

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to FWHCA.

Comments
No

Yes

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Geologic Hazard
37 ‐ Lower Yakima

Yes

No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
38 ‐ Naches

Adaptive Management?
Yes

No
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Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments

Adaptive Management?

No

Yes

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Comments

Goal Met?
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Reduction in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.

Comments
No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Critical Aquifer Recharge
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

No

Geologic Hazard
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?

Reduction in bare ground. Increase in efficient irrigation.
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Wetlands
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to wetlands.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Yes

Yes

Goal does not apply to FWHCA.

Comments
No

Geologic Hazard
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Critical Aquifer Recharge
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

Goal does not apply to CARA.

Comments
No

No

Adaptive Management?

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?

Wetlands
39 ‐ Upper Yakima

Yes

No

VSP 5 Year Report for Yakima County ‐ Page 248 of 265

Goal: 6
Reduce risks associated with geologically hazardous areas associated with
agricultural activities.
Goal Met?
Yes

Comments
No

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
40 ‐ Alkali ‐ Squilchuck

Adaptive Management?
Yes

Goal does not apply to FWHCA.

No

Participation Strategies and Performance Metrics
Enter your best estimate of the number of Producers in the County watersheds:

5914

Goal: 7
Promote volunteerism and stewardship of agricultural land and critical areas.
Benchmark: 21
Sufficient participation by commercial and non‐commercial agricultural operators that achieves the protection of
critical area functions and values across WRIA basins.
•NYCD: Every two years, survey VSP eligible producers across basins, and directly contact 20% of producers about
VSP program. Guide technical provider resources based on priorities in Work Plan Exhibit 7 8.
•SYCD: Every two years, contact VSP eligible producers about VSP program, targe ng between 100 to 200
producers. Provide technical assistance or education annually on average to 35 to 65 producers. Direct technical
provider resources based on priorities in Work Plan Exhibit 7 8.
Strategy/Metric Description
•Minimum annual outreach events held
or education opportunities provided
reported each biennium.

Accomplishment
Status
NYCD: Through entities working with producers (e.g. WID) Met
and through response to events (e.g. Evans Creek Fire,
with a focus in Wenas Creek basin.
SYCD: Three events: 86 participants.

•Landowners contacted within 2 years of
plan approval. Annually, include County
Assessor mailer to current use tax
participants.

NYCD: Newsletter to 54,000 addresses and Wenas Creek
basin 108 letters.
SYCD: 86 mailers 2018‐201; 120 emailed ﬂyers 2019‐
2020

•Annually informa on is provided to past
and current VSP participants by Technical
Providers. Technical assistance sought by
cumulative number of calls, meetings,
applications, and contracts is maintained
or increased.

NYCD: Conservation practices about 76 and 47
Met
participants. Enagement in Wenas through WID, Evans
Creek Fire, and engagement with federal, state, and tribal
partners.
SYCD: conservation practices 2011‐2020 95 or 2017‐2020
43, plus 200+ no‐till participants 2015‐2020; 8 self‐
certifications, 6 calls/meetngs in response to mailers, 18
in response to website, and outreach events 86
participants

•VSP par cipants in each WRIA basin by
each biennium is maintained or increased.

NYCD: Goals in Wenas basin met. Other basins in
progress, not met. However, the adaptive management
threshold has not been triggered.
SYCD: Engagement is within the annual range in the
Lower Yakima basin
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Met

Met
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•Par cipa ng agricultural acreage and
participating private or leased rangeland
acreage in each basin based on self‐
certification entries by VSP Participants as
of first biennium is maintained or
increased each biennium thereafter.

NYCD: Self‐certification not started. However, the
adaptive management threshold has not been triggered.
SYCD: Self‐certification initiated (8). Intend to rework
form. The adaptive management threshold has not been
triggered.

Met

Goal: 7
Promote volunteerism and stewardship of agricultural land and critical areas.
Benchmark: 22
Indirect participation by commercial and non‐commercial agricultural operators in VSP best management practices is
maintained or increased over 10 years on agricultural land.
Strategy/Metric Description
•Acres or number of collec ve best
management practices is unchanged or
increased.

Accomplishment
There appears to be an increase in some practices like
irrigation efficiencies. Contacts with experts indicate that
IPM is practiced widely though not as well documented.

Status
Met

•Survey demonstrates an increase in
understanding of VSP in agricultural
households.

A local survey has not been implemented to date but the
Census of Agriculture is identifying more relevant
questions regarding VSP related practices.

Met

Critical Area Monitoring
Monitoring Activity: Cropland WSDA 2019
Included Critical Area(s):
Wetlands
Critical Aquifer Recharge
Frequently Flooded
Geologic Hazard
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
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Input datasets used

The WSDA inventory crop types and irrigation practices were intersected with the critical area
spatial layers to determine changes in the intersect of agriculture and critical areas, and the
application of conservation practices involving irrigation. We also used published studies about
cropland supportive of bees

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2019

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?
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Yes

The cropland inventory was important in determining areas of
change in the intersect and application of conservation practices
in various critical areas (irrigation practices). The error rate is not
known, but during the Work Plan preparation, there was
information that some aspects are not complete such as
pastureland identification. According to meta data, the data is
published annually but there is a 4‐year refresh schedule. It is the
most accurate local dataset available.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Rangeland per Work Plan 2017, Appendix B
Included Critical Area(s):
Wetlands
Critical Aquifer Recharge
Frequently Flooded
Geologic Hazard
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Input datasets used

The Rangeland layer was intersected with the critical area spatial layers to determine changes in
the intersect of agriculture and critical areas. We obtained rangeland data based on Washington
State Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology),
and US Bureau of Land Management (BLM) sources. The data also included: Private rangeland
per Yakima County Assessor dry range dataset. The layer was adjusted by research / local
knowledge of NYCD at the time of the Work Plan.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2017

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?
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Yes

While the rangeland layer was not updated since the Work Plan,
areas of change were revealed with an intersect of the WSDA
cropland layer. In some cases the areas of change reflected
improved mapping of the cropland layer (e.g. pasture). In other
cases the areas of difference indicated a change from rangeland to
particular crop types (e.g. orchard or vineyard) important to
consider in relation to some critical areas (e.g. shrub‐steppe).

No
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Monitoring Activity: 100‐Year Floodplain per Work Plan 2017, Appendix B
Included Critical Area(s):
Frequently Flooded

Input datasets used

We used 100‐year floodplain layers obtained from Yakima County who provided FEMA
information as of 2016. In 2020, we contacted the Yakima County Flood Control Zone District to
identify new floodplain mapping. (Dianna Woods, 2020) As of 2020, the 2016 layers collected
during Work Plan development are still valid.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2016

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?
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Yes

The intersect with cropland and the current floodplain layer,
together with structure "year built" data (2020 Yakima County
Assessor parcel records) showed small areas of change. The
changes identified parcels with new residential or agricultural
structures that could be investigated with further review of aerials
and conserva on prac ce records. The Conserva on Districts
reviewed the floodplain intersect area using ArcGIS web maps,
considered areas where Assessor Year Built information identified
structures built between 2011‐2020, and helped identify where
floodplain connectivity projects were pursued. For the most part
new development occurred on the portions of parcels outside the
intersect. In some cases the review identified properties that were
subdivided and no longer in agricultural use. The error rate is not
known. The FEMA maps are subject to revision and accuracy can
be improved.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Hydrologic Study Area per Work Plan 2017, Appendix B
Included Critical Area(s):
Wetlands
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Input datasets used

Wetlands, streams, and lake layers were obtained from Yakima County as of March 2016, and a
buffer applied around the features. This is similar to how Yakima County considers
Hydrologically Related Critical Area Features (YCC 16C.06.03).

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2016

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?
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Yes

Because there is no riparian data set, for analysis purposes a
hydrologic study area was defined based on a distance of 100 feet
from Streams, Lakes, Wetlands. This does not imply that there is
actual riparian area or a buffer; rather it is just meant to be a way
to take a closer look at the footprint of agriculture along lands
abutting waterbodies and wetlands. The change in cropland was
overlaid on the hydrologic study area. We reviewed areas of
change in relation to ArcGIS aerials. The Work Plan indicates that
imagery analysis, when available, could be used in the future. As
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife High Resolution
Change Detection was not available per the Work Plan other
means of tracking were employed.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) for Yakima County, 3/7/2018
Included Critical Area(s):
Critical Aquifer Recharge

Input datasets used

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) for Yakima County

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2018

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

The critical aquifer recharge area intersect with agriculture and
rangeland has stayed relatively stable between the Work Plan
baseline and 2019. Principally, the area of mapped rangeland
shifted to mapped irrigated agriculture. The area of irrigated
agriculture in the intersect increased by less than one percent
(0.5%), while the rangeland intersect decreased by 0.6%. The
overall intersect change was a net increase of 164 acres among
agriculture and rangeland out of 452,319 acres, or 0.04%. With
the WSDA cropland layer, we could also understand the shift in
irrigation practices important to both ground and surface water
quality. The areas of change are less than the adaptive
management threshold. The error rate of the data is not known.
With such small margins of change it is possible that the change is
within the margin of error.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Fish Passage Barriers, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Included Critical Area(s):
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Input datasets used

WDFW maintains a centralized database of fish passage, diversion screening, fish use, and
habitat data in Washington State. It was intersected with cropland and rangeland layers and
other critical areas. We posted the layers in ArcGIS and the North Yakima Conservation District
identified the status of newly inventoried barriers and completed conservation practices.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2020

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

The data on fish passage barriers combined with conservation
practices and Conservation District local knowledge was fairly
precise in identifying recent inventories (some of which were
funded by VSP). The review of fish passage barrier point data and
associated photos together with aerials and cropland inventories
indicated that the barriers were not new since 2011, just part of a
more accurate baseline assessment of barriers. The data also
corresponded with recent conservation practices illustrating
barriers removed since the baseline.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Wetlands, Yakima County, per Work Plan 2017, Appendix B
Included Critical Area(s):
Wetlands

Input datasets used

Wetlands layers were provided by Yakima County in 2016 and relied on state databases that
consider both national (NWI) inventories and project‐based wetland information (e.g. due to
development applications). The NWI reported a level of accuracy of 98% of features and
classification accuracy of 85%
(https://www.aswm.org/pdf_lib/mapping_webinar/robertson_012214.pdf). Yakima County
adding project level data should improve the results.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline
Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

2016

98 Units for spatial accuracy Meters

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer

85

Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

There is a relatively small intersect between agricultural activities
and wetlands, and a smaller area of change, from rangeland to
cropland. Agriculture in the intersect of wetlands is largely
pasture, hay, or fallow. The area of change from rangeland to
cropland in the wetland intersect is largely due to improved
mapping rather than potential changes to irrigated crops. The
presence of irrigated crops may not indicate actual wetland loss as
wetlands are protected under state and federal laws. Crops may
surround a wetland and its buffer; or the agricultural activities
may be taking place on prior converted cropland. The Work Plan
indicated the use of wetland information as well as riparian
information and a tracking tool of conservation practices until
other imagery analysis may be available (e.g. by Washington
Department of Ecology). The small area of change is less than the
adaptive management threshold and smaller than the margin of
error.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Shrub‐Steppe Habitat, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Priority Habitats and
Species (PHS)
Included Critical Area(s):
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Input datasets used

We used Priority Habitat and Species data, specifically shrub‐steppe habitat, and intersected it
with the cropland and rangeland layer to identify areas of change. The amount of changes in
each basin were less than the adaptive management threshold (fraction of a percent less than
2.5 adaptive management threshold). The error rate of the data is not known. With such small
margins of change it is possible that the change is within the margin of error.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2020

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

Relative to the overall intersect there has been little change. Most
of the change is a conversion from rangeland to cropland.
Reviewing agriculture cropland inventory information more
closely, much of the change is due to improved accuracy of the
agriculture cropland inventory, e.g. rangeland more specifically
inventoried as pasture. Where areas of change could be discerned
through intersect mapping, they were reviewed with aerial photos
or windshield visits. Removing changes due to more accurate
inventories or due to conservation, the amount of change in the
agricultural intersect is smaller. Regardless, the area of change is
below the adaptive management threshold of 2.5%. The shrub‐
steppe layer was useful to consider in conjunction with the
rangeland land cover analysis and the habitat connectivity layer.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Shrub Steppe Land Cover Imagery Analysis: Rangeland Analysis Platform (RAP) 2011‐2017 and
2011‐2019: review grass and shrub in shrub‐steppe and rangeland
Included Critical Area(s):
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Input datasets used

To try to consider shrub steppe quality (composition, cover, and connectivity), we used the
Rangeland Analysis Platform (RAP). It is based on a published study (Jones et al. 2018). The study
provides innovation in rangeland remote monitoring using annual, 30 meter, plant functional
type percent cover maps for US rangelands since 1984 to 2017. The study utilized the historical
Landsat satellite record, gridded meteorology, abiotic land surface data (e.g. rock/soils), and
over 30,000 field plots within a Random Forests model to predict per‐pixel percent cover of
annual forbs and grasses, perennial forbs and grasses, shrubs, and bare ground over the western
United States from 1984 to 2017. Results were validated using three independent collections of
plot‐level measurements, and resulting maps display land cover variation in response to changes
in climate, disturbance, and management. Plot‐level measurements included many in
Washington state. The maps, which will be updated annually at the end of each year, provide
opportunities to expand and improve rangeland conservation, monitoring, and management.
The results have since been published for years up to 2019.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2019

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer

Meters

85

Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

The area of shrub reduction was greater between 2011 and 2017,
but due to shrub growth the amount of change decreased
between 2011 and 2019. Changes may be due to fire, and some
may be due to natural processes. There has been some change in
the rangeland such as conversion to cropland, but those areas of
change are small and also within the margin of error. Meeting with
shrub‐steppe experts, the imagery analysis needs to be combined
with ownership data and other information (e.g. water
availability). The change in shrub‐steppe vegetation broadly along
with habitat connectivity information can assist the Work Group in
prioritizing areas for protection through conservation practices
and identify priorities for voluntary enhancement.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Habitat Connectivity: Washington Connected Landscapes Project Linkage Centrality Cumulative
Rating and Pinch Point Cumulative Constraint, 2013
Included Critical Area(s):
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Input datasets used

We used the Washington Connected Landscapes Project Columbia Plateau Ecoregion
connectivity mapping products. The analyses uses landscape resistance surfaces, cost‐weighted
distance surfaces, and linkage networks modeled for eleven focal species in the Columbia
Plateau Ecoregion and a surrounding buffer area. The data was developed in 2012 and published
in 2013. It was collected from the state report in 2016 and included in the Work Plan in 2017.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2016

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

The 2019 agricultural intersect with linkage centrality areas shows
changes of around 1% or less. Much is due to improvements in
cropland mapping accuracy and some is due to conversion from
rangeland to cropland such as orchards and vineyards. The areas
of change are below 1% in each basin.Similar to the results of the
linkage centrality review, the review of pinch points shows
relatively small areas of change from range land to cropland.The
error rate of the data is not known. With such small margins of
change it is possible that the change is within the margin of error.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Landslides, Steep Slopes, And Other (Alluvial Fan): Geologic Hazards, Yakima County, 2018
Included Critical Area(s):
Geologic Hazard

Input datasets used

We used the County's geologic hazard layer in conjunction with the bare ground layer of the
rangeland analysis platform to identify areas of vegetation loss to consider changes in conditions
that could affect geologic hazard areas (e.g. erosion). We also considered fire data in areas of
bare ground.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2020

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy Feet

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

The intersect with geologic hazards has increased for two reasons:
first, the WSDA cropland inventory increased in 2019 compared to
the baseline and second due to an updated geologic hazard layer.
Some change is due to improved agricultural mapping and a
change from rangeland to cropland . Where areas changed to
irrigated cropland often this is accompanied with efficient
irrigation practices that minimize runoff. Across the intersect of
agriculture and geologic hazards, the area of bare ground
decreased between 2011 and 2019, except in the Rock Glade
basin which had a small increase in bare ground. This small
increase is not necessarily due to agricultureand it appears the
area was affected by a fire in that basin.The reduction in bare
ground and corresponding area of increase in vegetation is greater
than the amount of change from rangeland to cropland, as well as
the general increase in the intersect in geologic hazards and the
agricultural footprint.The error rate of the data is not known. With
such small areas of change it may be within the margin of error.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Bare Ground: Rangeland Analysis Platform (RAP) 2011‐2019: review grass and shrub in shrub‐
steppe, geologic hazard areas, and rangeland
Included Critical Area(s):
Geologic Hazard
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Input datasets used

We used the bare ground layer of the Rangeland Analysis Platform (RAP) and intersected it with
shrub‐steppe and geologic hazards to consider changes in vegetation relevant to understanding
critical area conditions.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2019

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer

89

Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

See the geologic hazard review. Regarding shrub‐steppe and
pollinator habitat, across the agriculture footprint, bare ground
has reduced between 2011 and 2019 in most basins. In two
locations (Alkali – Squilchuck and Rock‐Glade) there have been 2%
increases in bare ground across the full agricultural footprint; the
basins have seen some increases in CRP/conservation as well as
conversion from rangeland to irrigated cropland types reliant on
pollinators (e.g. orchards/vineyards). The basins have had fires
that appear to have contributed to increases in bare ground. The
amount of change is small and within the error rate of the data.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Yakima County Assessor Records: Year Built Parcel Records, Floodplains
Included Critical Area(s):
Frequently Flooded

Type of data

Other, explain:

parcel records

Timeframe/season for field sampling or data
collection (e.g., summer only, annually, monthly)

2020

Desired accuracy of the Analysis

Observed mean

Number of samples drawn from existing data

Observed standard deviation

What statistical test was performed? (Ex. t‐test,
ANOVA, time series, regression, etc.)
Is the observation statistically significant?

Yes

No

Did the underlying data meet statistical test assumptions (e.g., normality)?
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations
Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

Yes

No

The data was combined with the cropland and floodplain data.
The County maintains the records with building permits and
should be accurate.

No
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Monitoring Activity: Washington Large Fires 1973‐2019
Included Critical Area(s):
Geologic Hazard
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Input datasets used

We used the Washington Large Fire dataset in conjunction with bareground and shrub‐steppe
imagery analysis to consider possible reasons for changes in vegetation conditions in the areas
of the intersect. The fire dataset represents large fires in Washington State typically over 100
acres, but smaller perimeters have been included when data is available.

Year of map/imagery for comparison with 2011 baseline

2019

Spatial accuracy of least accurate input layer

Units for spatial accuracy

Classification accuracy of least accurate input layer
Field verification of overall accuracy: Ommission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Commission
Field verification of overall accuracy: Kappa
Briefly describe the outcome of the monitoring
and why VSP implementation/lack of
implementation contributed to the observations
Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

No
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Monitoring Activity: North Yakima Conservation District and South Yakima Conservation District conservation
practice records and monitoring.
Included Critical Area(s):
Wetlands
Critical Aquifer Recharge
Frequently Flooded
Geologic Hazard
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Timeframe/season for qualitative monitoring (e.g., Annual
summer only, annually, monthly)
Number of observations (sample size)
Number of possible data points in the sample area (population)
Briefly describe the outcome of the
monitoring and why VSP
implementation/lack of implementation
contributed to the observations

Adaptive Management needed?

printed 1/13/2021 10:57:22

Yes

Conservation practices installed have been field verified by Conservation
District staff as part of the cost share applications provided to
implement the practices. This includes inspections during construction
of projects and follow‐up monitoring depending on the practices
implemented, typically on an annual basis. Producers implementing no‐
till practices are contacted three times per year by the South Yakima
Conservation District.
No
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