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[bookmark: _Hlk196391489]SRFB Sponsor Presentations Day 1 – Minutes
Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board
Hybrid Meeting: 1200 Chesterly Drive Suite 280 Yakima, WA 98926 | Zoom
April 23, 2025 – 9:00 AM – 4:00 PM

Meeting called to order 9:00 AM.
Members Present: Jay McGowan (CC), Joel Hubble (TAG), Zac Zacavish (TAG), Jennifer Nelson (TAG), Trevor Hutton (TAG), David Lester (CC), Bob Inouye (CC), Tom Ring (CC), Craig Haskell (TAG), Doug Mayo (CC), LeRoy Adams, Jr. (CC), Tim Batin (CC)
Online: Dave’y Lumley (CC), Shannon Adams (TAG), Katy Pfannenstein (TAG), Anna Lael (TAG), Nathan Longoria (TAG), Geoff Schramm (CC), Mark Norman (CC)
Project Sponsors Present: Mike Bosko (MCFEG), Steven Urakawa (MCFEG), Katrina Strathmann (MCFEG), Carson Briski (MCFEG). Kelly Clayton (Yakama Nation) and Jonathan Lambert (Yakama Nation) joined later.
Project Sponsors and Other Guests Online: Rebecca Wassell (MCFEG), Anna Lael (KCCD). Sherry Swanson (KCCD), Tara O’Rourke (Yakama Nation), Mary Jo Barker (Yakima County), Troy Havens (Yakima County), Sarah Ehmer (Yakima County), and Scott Kline (WDFW) joined later.
Also Present: Cheyne Mayer (facilitator), Alex Conley, Bridget Wood (minutes)

Introduction
The Recovery Board recognized the volunteers for their service with the Citizen Committee and the TAG and distributed Recovery Board swag. Committee members with 5+ years of service received special appreciation and swag.
Cheyne gave an overview of the agenda, goals for the meeting, and provided time for questions. He gave a brief refresher on the 2024 grant round for context.

Swauk and Hurley Creek Restoration Design – Mike Bosko/Rebecca Wassell MCFEG
[bookmark: _Hlk196387607]Project Overview: Swauk Creek runs along US 97. Hurley Creek runs into Swauk Creek. Project includes 6 acres on Swauk Creek and 6 acres on Hurley Creek. Options include moving the road along Swauk Creek since it is within the floodplain. They would like to decommission the road and utilize historical road that is above – USFS engineers are looking at options for need of low boy access and currently the upper road is too steep to accommodate a low boy. The berms that have been constructed along Swauk Creek would be addressed. Hurley creek has been ditched and berms constructed channelizing the creek limiting sinuosity. MCFEG completed a prior assessment with Inter-Fluve in 2008 with SRFB funding. Since the assessment, WSDOT did a culvert replacement at top of project perimeter. Wood placement has been done upstream. 
Species Included: Steelhead (spawning and rearing). Swauk is one of the three primary Steelhead producers in the Yakima Basin. All life stages are in decline in Swauk Creek. Other species found: Coho, Chinook, Trout.
Limiting factors: Swauk Creek and Hurley Creek have impaired riparian habitat, floodplain connectivity, and show a reduction in beaver activity.
Priorities:  Upper Yakima Action 14 Tag focus project 18, Upper Yakima Action 15, TAG 24, CC Matrix – 5, 9, 10, 11. 
Partners: USFS, Yakama Nation, WDFW, & will be bringing in WSDOT due to proximity to US 97. USFS is completing the EA & NEPA.  USFS requested help with part of the USFS Aquatic Rehab Plan. 
Proposal: MCFEG will form a steering committee with USFS, YN, WDFW, WSDOT and hire an engineering firm that will develop prelim design. There would be a focus on moving the FS road off the floodplain and decommission the road segment. 
Challenges: Steering committee – diverse team needed. Considering 97 concerns (moving the highway in the future), Rerouting the FS road, public outreach, and mining claim contracts. 
Questions from CC/TAG: Are there potential water rights? Are there current mining claim rights? Have fish been observed using habitat? Is there potential lamprey habitat? Do you have any guesses of construction cost? (Barrier removal? How much material to be moved?) How many miles of fish habitat does hurley creek offer and if you’re considering BDAs and PALS? What is the status of NEPA? What are the flows of Swauk Creek and Hurley Creek?

Mike Bosko left the meeting.

Salmon Creek Culvert Removal Design – Steven Urakawa/Rebecca Wassell MCFEG
Project Overview: Project is in the Cabin Creek Watershed – there is a sub-watershed colloquially referred to as the Salmon Creek Watershed. Restoration opportunities are limited in Cabin Creek due to bed instability. Tributaries downstream are suitable for salmonid rearing. Two culverts are included in the project, first the downstream road culvert will include design removal of the culvert and replacement structure. 0% passable for fish. The county wants to keep public road access open so complete removal is not an option. The second culvert is the upstream road culvert that is on a State Parks decommissioned road that currently supports recreation. The design would support the removal of the culvert with looking for options of replacement structures to continue access for State Parks and recreationists. This culvert was assessed at 67% passable by WDFW. Beaver activity has been observed. A couple of cutthroats observed above, below in splash pool juvenile chinook observed. There are no irrigation take-outs and no road crossing on Salmon Creek above the culvert. Cabin and Salmon Creek are cold water creeks in well-shaded watersheds that produce cool water (below Yakima temps) year-round.
Species Included: Cabin Creek: Rainbow, Steelhead, Spring chinook, cutthroat, eastern brook trout. Salmon Creek: Spring Chinook, Eastern Brook Trout
Partners: State Parks & Kittitas County Public Works
Proposal: Design to be completed in 2026/27, Construction project proposal in 2028 and funds will be requested from the Brian Abbot Fish Barrier Removal Board. 
Questions from CC/TAG: What is the output of Cabin and Salmon Creek? Cabin and Salmon Creek connectivity in summer flows? What is the surrounding landownership?  What type of traffic is moving through the area in the summer? What do we know about fish use above the barrier? 

Tom Ring left the meeting.
The group took a 15-minute break.

Lower Kittitas Floodplain Restoration Early Action – Katrina Strathmann MCFEG
Project Overview: Project is located on the Kittitas Reach and includes 6 RM. There are 1200 acres of ownership that includes the BOR Schaake Floodplain Restoration land, Kittitas County, and BLM. The project will increase roughness of floodplain, reconnect the floodplain, shade of future side channels.
Species Included: Steelhead, Spring Chinook, Coho: Juvenile Rearing, Off Channel habitat
Priorities: SH Recovery Plan A#13, A#12, TAG #21, YBIP plan 2015 Jeffries Levee to Yak Corridor
Partners: Kittitas County, BOR and BLM
Proposal: Worksite 1: N & S Spring Creek (10.6 acres complete). 5.6 acres upstream of current project area. Plant within 100 ft riparian zone from Spring Creek. Groundwater 1-3’ depth, need to use deep planting method to reach groundwater for better survival. Limited species adapted for deep rooting. Deer/Elk fence – temporary until plants exceed browse height. Stewardship: increase the likelihood of project success, protect investment. Actions: Fencing (2027-2029 check and repair), Remove in 2029. Weed Management control weeds. 4-year plan for project. 
Worksite 2: BLM West: BLM ownership, 35 acres, channels are planned for excavation, East-West Irrigation ditch, not eligible for historic register, include in cultural resources assessment, report and consultation. Deep planting is needed. Heavy deer browse – temporary fencing needed. 
Worksite 3: Cottonwood Seedbed Reforestation pilot: proposal is for stewardship of a project that is currently underway. 17-acre site, piloting innovative technique. Requesting stewardship 2027-2029. Mimicking regeneration conditions. Goal is to provide floodplain roughness to floodplain acres in area of new side channel. 2026-2029 grow out, goal to provide 300 saplings per acre by 2029. Weed suppression throughout the project. Evaluate seedling densities for 3 years of project. 
Challenges: A challenge will be to complete restoration prior to loss of access (from rewatering), reduce capacity challenges for reforestation of large-scale projects.
Questions from CC/TAG: Have you considered purchasing used irrigation equipment? With Deer/Elk browse fence – how do you propose you can remove the fencing if you are cut off from the planting area? What is the source of the irrigation water? Is it associated with a water right or irrigation district? Why are the lower ponds not included in reconnection? Are 300 seedlings per acre a good estimate? Is the water right to the pond in good standing? What happens in the absence of early action? 

West Fork Teanaway RM 7.2-8 Reforestation – Katrina Strathmann MCFEG
Project Overview: Related to 2 other SRFB projects. Reforestation in upper reach. Jolly Mountain Fire burned in medium to high intensity in project footprint. Species to plant: ponderosa pine, doug fir, and grand fir. Tree canopy improves shading and soil stability. Limiting factors are reduced large wood recruitment and water temperatures. Create small seed regeneration areas. Short seed dispersal areas. Approach: investigate where poor regrowth areas are. Plant installation by forestry contractor. 140-160 plants/acre, target density of 25 trees per acre in 10 years. 
Species Included: Critical habitat for Mid-Columbia Steelhead (spawning and rearing).
Limiting factors: Reduced large wood recruitment, high summer water temperature, impaired floodplain connectivity and function, and channel incision.
Priorities: Immediate recolonization of trees planted less than 200’ of stream channel and create seed sources upslope for long-term regeneration. 
Partners: WDNR, WDFW
Proposal: Plant installation by a forestry contractor. Worksite 1: 5000 conifers across 20 acres. Worksite 2: 1250 conifers in patches totaling 5 acres across 89 acres, outside seed dispersal zone.
Questions from CC/TAG: How tall are the trees? Are they bare roots? Are there plans to plant outside the 200’ barrier? Has there been natural recolonization of the planting area?

Teanaway RM 5 Reforestation – Steven Urakawa MCFEG
Project Overview: Enhance floodplain function and fish habitat: plant 1800 native trees Implementation: Planning & Permitting, Site Prep, Planting, Site Maintenance. Year two – planting using deep planting techniques. Site maintenance: Stewardship needed. 
Species Included: Rainbow trout, Steelhead, Spring Chinook, Cutthroat trout.
Limiting factors: Temperature, low summer flow, poor water quality. 
Priorities: Restore riparian buffers, reduce thermal buffers, improve water quality, increase habitat complexity.
Partners: Private Landowners. The landowners are enthusiastic about the project. They are willing to cost-share moving the paddock and assist with mowing prior to planting. Willing to sign 10-year agreement with MCFEG.
Proposal: Plant 1800 native trees along 775 stream feet in a 150’ wide buffer in 3 management zones.
Challenges: Groundwater 4-6 ft, irrigation availability (junior water rights – uncertain of availability), weed management – will need 2 years of weed management. Broadleaf is the biggest concern, will be installing mulch outside the timothy field, the current timothy field will be mowed but not killed during initial planting period, herbivory is expected to be low due to site location, adaptive management will play a key role.
Questions from CC/TAG: Are the cottonwoods beyond the timothy field what you are trying to replicate? Is there a concern of the need for a conservation easement if landowners change in the future? Landowners approached WDFW asking about rock armor for bank stabilization several years ago.  Is there any consideration of where the water for the trees and the negative impact on the water rights and water that the trees will take away from the river. Is the river going to continue to migrate into the landowner’s property into the project site? Has the river morphology been assessed?  Pacific Lamprey should be added to the list. It was noted that trees do utilize water sources but ecologically benefit the environment more than they don’t in riparian areas. 

The group took a 30-minute break for lunch.
Katrina Strathmann, Steven Urakawa, Carson Briski, and Rebecca Wassell left the meeting. 
Tom Ring rejoined the meeting. Sherry Swanson joined the meeting virtually.

Cooke Creek RM 4.25 Passage & Screening – Anna Lael/Sherry Swanson KCCD
Project Overview: Project located on Cooke Creek on the North side of I-90. Match of $80k and $32k available for project. Basis of design report was at 30% in February of 2025. RCPP: Mid-Columbia Steelhead Partnership – funding available but there are requirements for there to be a producer contract. WSCC VSP funding had to be returned due to the project not being completed within the timeline. Project affects 109 acres of ag land. The grant leverages 438k in other funds for overall project including irrigation. 
Species Included: Mid C Summer Steelhead. Lamprey – have not confirmed Pacific Lamprey – per Dave’y likely not Pacific. Installing fish screens protects ESA listed fish from being entrained.
Limiting factors: 
Priorities: Eliminate irrigation-related mortality of ES Steelhead, Coho, etc. due to barriers in Cooke Creek. 
Partners: Private Landowners. The landowners are very involved and supportive.
Proposal: Modify with a roughened passage and fish screen. Eliminate irrigation related to the mortality of Steelhead, coho, etc. by removing barriers and installing a fish screen. 
Challenges: Mid-Columbia Steelhead Partnership – funding available but there are requirements for there to be a producer contract.
Questions from CC/TAG:
· Can you talk through the relationship to the RM 3.86 project and its status?
· Questions about water rights – landowner does not have water rights on Cooke creek but has rights through cascade irrigation district from down the creek.  

Kelly Clayton joined the meeting.
Sherry Swanson left the meeting.

Upper Cle Elum River Aquatic Restoration – Kelly Clayton
Project Overview: Project is located above the Cle Elum reservoir. The project is currently at 60% design. Wood available from Cle Elum pool raise project – currently being stockpiled at the USFS rock pit in Salmon La Sac. Increase floodplain connectivity, increase the floodplain swales, increase the likelihood of beaver activity.
Species Included: Sockeye, Chinook, Trout.
Partners: YTAHP, WSCC, NRCS, USFS.
Proposal: Increase floodplain connectivity, increase the floodplain swales, increase the likelihood of beaver activity by reengaging historic side channel, installing islands, ELJ and BDAs in the side channel and main channel. Will acquire riparian funding for wood placement – construction and other costs are covered by YRBWEP funding. Create islands with excavated materials.
Challenges: Access to the right bank will require a temporary structure for access with equipment for channel construction and deep planting techniques with a Stinger.
Tara O’Rourke, Mary Jo Barker, and Troy Havens joined the meeting.
Questions from CC/TAG:
· Does USFS have to complete NEPA?
· What is range in flow with the side channel? 

Kelly Clayton and Tara O’Rourke left the meeting.

Blue Slough Causeway Removal - Mary Jo Barker/Troy Havens – Yakima County
Project Overview: Project is an important part of the Gap-to-Gap project. Removal of 12 causeways. Most causeways have nonfunctioning culverts. The alternatives analysis will evaluate options for the project by a consultant to ensure removal or installation of culvert locations are feasible.
Species Included: Fall and Spring Chinook, Summer Steelhead, and Coho
Limiting factors: Temperature, inconsistency of year-round flows, insufficient migratory corridors.
Priorities: Project fits into the Steelhead Recovery Plan by restoring floodplain connectivity and function and improve flows.
Partners:
Proposal:
Challenges: Funding requested will be for wetland delineation, cultural resources survey, alternatives analysis, and staff time.
Questions from CC/TAG:
· Will water flow be controlled into Blue Slough by a head gate?
· Davey suggested adding Lamprey and freshwater mussels to the list of species. 
· What was the purpose of the causeways? 
· Alex – Are culturals and wetland information available from another project?

The group took a 15-minute break.
Mary Jo Barker and Dave’y Lumley left the meeting.
Sarah Ehmer and Scott Kline joined the meeting.

South Fork Tieton Bridge and Fish Passage - Sarah Ehmer/Troy Havens – Yakima County
Project Overview: Project Location: South Fork Tieton River where it comes into the reservoir. High pool levels create backwater at reservoir. When the bridge was built a channel was blasted through rock to create a channel rather than building a bridge over the existing (natural) channel. When the water levels drop in the reservoir a waterfall is present that creates a complete upstream passage barrier. Goals are to allow passage for migrating fish, reduce mortality from the waterfall, and improve spawning habitat.
Species Included: Bull Trout, Kokanee, and resident trout. 
Limiting factors: Late migrating fish are not able to move upstream, creates mortality risk for outmigrating fish due to waterfall. 
Priorities: BTAP, TAG Focus
Partners: USFWS, USBR, WADOE, YBIP and USFS as well as YN
Proposal: Step #2 Design and Implementation are complete. Asking for $500k (10%) of the cost of the project ($5mil). Funding is critical to avoid losing other funding.
Questions from CC/TAG:
· Is there a reason blasting the rock in the current channel was not considered rather than moving the channel to its original path?
· What is the timing for bids? 
· How do fish get in and out of Rimrock?

Shannon Adams, Troy Havens, Sarah Ehmer, and Scott Kline left the meeting.
Jonathan Lambert joined the meeting.

South Fork Cowiche Creek RM 9.6-10.3 Design – Jonathan Lambert Yakama Nation 
Project Overview: The project is located on the South Fork of Cowiche Creek. It is Mid-Columbia Steelhead habitat, historic beaver complex, past forest practices, grazing, degradation and simplification. Large substrate/riffle dominated. YKFP BDA/PALS project upstream on Reynolds Creek. No significant irrigation demand on SF Cowiche. SF Cowiche has significant potential for all life histories of MC steelhead. Goals are to improve sinuosity, spawning gravel recruitment/sorting/retention, increased off channel habitat. Increase floodplain connectivity. Signs of historical beaver habitat use are present. 
Species Included: Mid-Columbia Steelhead
Limiting factors: Channel incision and disconnected floodplain present.
Partners: Yakima County, WDFW
Proposal: Yakima County and WDFW are on board with the need for stream bed improvements and are willing to look at different options to protect the road. 3 alternatives presented – alternative 2 was selected as best option. Goals are to improve sinuosity, spawning gravel recruitment/sorting/retention, increased off channel habitat. Increase floodplain connectivity.
Questions from CC/TAG:
· Does your budget include culturals?
· Why do you think the beavers left or are not present? 

Jonathan Lambert left the meeting.

Wrap-Up
Feedback: Some of the presentations failed to mention fish – just talked about planting. The committee members would like to have sponsors elaborate more on how they are improving fish habitat. 
More analogs – comparison to previous project and success – how it has improved flows/habitat/etc.
Some committee members expressed that project proposal budgets are high this year just to complete projects in progress. 
Committee members would like to see maps to show where the project is in reference to past projects. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:06 PM.


SRFB Sponsor Presentations Day 2 – Minutes
Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board
Hybrid Meeting: 1200 Chesterly Drive Suite 280 Yakima, WA 98926 | Zoom
April 24, 2025 – 1:00 PM – 4:00 PM

Meeting called to order 1:00 PM.
Members Present: Jay McGowan (CC), David Lester (CC), Bob Inouye (CC), Tom Ring (CC), Craig Haskell (TAG), Zac Zacavish (TAG), LeRoy Adams, Jr. (CC), Mark Norman (CC)
Online: Katy Pfannenstein (TAG), Nathan Longoria (TAG), Geoff Schramm (CC), Jennifer Nelson (TAG). Sean Gross (TAG), Trevor Hutton (TAG), and Joel Hubble (TAG) joined later.
Project Sponsors Present: Tim Resseguie, Mel Babik, Kelsey Martin Harbick
Also Present: Cheyne Mayer (facilitator), Alex Conley, Bridget Wood (minutes)

Introduction
Cheyne gave an overview of the agenda, goals for the meeting, and provided time for questions.

Upper Toppenish Wood Supplementation Phase 2 – Tim Resseguie – Yakama Nation
Project Overview: Toppenish Creek Watershed located within the Yakama Nation boundary. The Toppenish Creek Steelhead population is declining. Wood supplementation, riparian forest development, beaver reintroduction (not likely successful in straight sections of creek due to flow changes blowing out dams), overall goal is to improve steelhead production in the lower canyon and upper alluvial fan. Supplement a 4.5-mile reach of Toppenish creek with wood placement or log jams (not ELJ). Future projects will include wood placement upstream. Wood placement in Toppenish Creek in previous projects has increased complexity and pool formation. Timeline:  
Species Included: Mid-C Steelhead, Pacific Lamprey, resident O. mykiss. 
Limiting factors: Limited sinuosity in the channel has impacted habitat for Steelhead from commercial logging operations. Logging operations have reduced conifer, and riparian area is primarily alder groves within project area.
Proposal: Wood placement by helicopter in 4.5 RM of Toppenish Creek. Prelim design will be completed in June of 2025. Placement of 800 pieces of wood. 
Questions from CC/TAG: How many years do you anticipate there to be benefit from the log jams? Why does the alder not contribute to stream complexity? How do the 2019 reaches look where wood was placed? How do densities of juveniles in this reach compare to upstream/downstream of this project? When you get higher redd densities do you see dependence on habitat as a limiting factor? For the site tour, will we be able to access the stream bank rather than overlooking the project site? Will the consultant be designing all the log jams? Will you be building the structure and bringing it in or building it onsite?

Site Tour requests: Would it be possible to visit previous wood placement projects on Toppenish Creek?

Hutchinson Ranch River Assessment and Design – Mel Babik – KCT
Project Overview: Hutchinson Ranch is 235 acres and is a previous SRFB investment in 2022. Located on the Thorp Reach of the Yakima River. Yakima River has been straightened and channelized for decades. There is a ½ mile levee located on the property. REM and LiDAR show relic side channels, a floodway, and a floodplain. Less than a mile upstream of the largest historical site of the Yakama Nation Village in Kittitas County. 
Species Included: Mid-C Steelhead, Chinook, Coho, mussels, Rainbow trout, Bull trout, resident fish. 
Limiting factors: channel straightening, channelizing, disconnected floodplains, shallow water refuge, levee, lack of riparian vegetation, no side channel habitat. 
Priorities: 4 recovery plans include this area: MidC river steelhead distinct population ESA recovery plan, Yakima Basin Steelhead Recovery Plan, TAG Focus Project #21. 
Proposal: Improve instream, floodplain, and riparian function. Increase quantity and quality of off-channel habitat by reconnection of floodplain. Increase the amount of fully functioning riparian habitat. 
Questions from CC/TAG:
Are there water rights with the property? Who holds the water rights? Do the upstream neighbors have levees protecting them from flooding? What is your plan with the levee? Are you leasing the current agricultural land to a farmer? 

Upper Yakima River Floodplain Acquisition Strategy – Kelsey Martin Harbick – KCT
Project Overview: The project includes the Upper Yakima River Floodplain in Kittitas County. The project will support KCTs acquisition strategy to protect the Upper Yakima River Corridor and allow for natural floodplain and habitat. There have been two related assessments completed in the Upper Yakima River Floodplain. Land acquisitions protect complex habitat, juvenile rearing habitat, refuge from high flows, functional riparian habitat, ability to filter out fine sediment, and complex systems are more resilient to climate change. Project will develop a GIS tool that assists with prioritizing land acquisition that is most valuable for habitat conservation on the Upper Yakima River Floodplain. 
Species Included: All Upper Yakima River aquatic species. 
Limiting factors: Floodplain alteration, simplification of natural waterways used for conveyance, reduced water quality, streamside recreation, impact from development. 
Priorities: SH Recovery plan #12, BTAP #3, TAG #22
Proposal: Create a GIS tool that will prioritize land acquisition opportunities with intact habitat. 
Challenges: Determining what metrics to include and finding and sourcing data.  
Questions from CC/TAG: Is it the goal to develop a computer program to identify land that can be purchased for fish habitat? Is there any reason this could not be applied to the entire Yakima Watershed? What would the basis of delineation be? Is this program being used elsewhere in Washington? Is it worth approaching the geography program at CWU?
Sean Gross, Trevor Hutton, and Joel Hubble joined the meeting.
Site Tour requests: Is there a possibility of having a tutorial on the program or possibly seeing a demonstration of one that is currently in use? What would be the anticipated costs for maintaining or improving the program over time? Would a field trip for this be a demonstration of someone else who is currently using the program. Why is this project scoped for the Upper Yakima and not for a broader area? 


Gold Creek Restoration RM 2-3 (23-1220 Cost Increase) – Mel Babik – KCT
Project Overview: KCT is looking for a cost increase of a previous grant for RM 2-3 of $500k. Historically Gold Creek has had rock and gravel removed for development that has caused habitat degradation. Gold Creek seasonally dewaters and prevents Bull trout from spawning upstream. The goal is to restore the Bull trout habitat from river mile 2-3. The RM 2-3 budget was approved on the Gold Creek project two years ago, the new budget is for RM 1-2. 
Species Included: Genetically distinct Bull trout. Spawning and Rearing. Only 5 redds were found in 2024. 
Limiting factors: lack of habitat complexity, over widened channel, disconnection from floodplain, channel seasonally dewaters and is simplified. 
Priorities: 4 recovery plans call out for immediate action and TAG focus project. 
Partners: USFS, Mountain to Sound Greenway
Proposal: Install 28 large wood structures to narrow an over-widened channel.  
Questions from CC/TAG: Are you proposing that the funding could go to RM 1-2 or 2-3? Does RM 2-3 stay watered up year-round? Has the conflict with the landowners subsided? 
Site Tour requests: More specifics on the budget for RM 1-2. 

Wrap-Up
Citizen Committee members shared they would like to hear each presentation address how the project will benefit the fish specifically. 

Meeting adjourned at 3:40pm.
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