South Santiam Watershed Council
Meeting Notes
November 18th, 2009
Lebanon Library 6-8 pm

Board Members in attendance:  Nancy MacHugh, Katie Kohl, K.C. Briggs, Nancy Gilmore, Norm Kaldahl, Diane Kaldahl.

Community Members in attendance:  Roberta Swift, Mike Adams, Pat Dadly, Ken Nichols, Beth Nichols, Jennifer Costelow, Chuck Bennet, Jannie Bennet, Jon Meir, Krista Lopez.

Council Meeting

Presentation:  “Patterns of Riparian Forest Vegetation” Professor David Hibbs, Dept. of Forest Ecosystems and Society, Oregon State University.
The presentation touched on several important aspects of riparian ecosystems:
· Riparian areas in some watersheds has similar vegetation to upland areas (including Oregon Coast Range, and Cascades) while watersheds in the Siskiyous have vastly different riparian vegetation compared to upland.
· Riparian areas differ even within similar ecosystems
· Riparian areas vary over time (Willamette Valley looked much different 10,000 years ago)
· Potential Wood Inputs:  most LWD comes from very close to stream
· Riparian Food Chains:  More aquatic macro-invertebrates and nutrients in alder dominated streams compared to conifer, not much difference with vertebrate composition.  
Board Meeting
1.  October Meeting Minutes Accepted
2.  Discussion on Upper Willamette Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan:  Eric presented a background of the Plan and actions identified in the draft South Santiam.  South Santiam Chinook are considered a Very High risk of extinction.  South Santiam Winter Steelhead are considered a Low risk of extinction.  Plan calls for bringing South Santiam Chinook to High or Moderate risk of extinction and Winter Steelhead to Very Low risk of extinction.  Modeling suggests that Chinook will remain at Very High unless passage issues at Green Peter Dam are addressed.  Willamette Biological Opinion does not include this as a priority action for the US Army Corps of Engineers.
Group reviewed South Santiam actions and had several comments.  
· Why was education a “low” priority?  
· Where is the emphasis (or even mention) of restoration/enhancement above Foster Dam?
· Why is evaluating passage at Lebanon Dam a “low” priority?
A discussion followed in which it was brought up that in any prioritization process, there has to be some “lows” to match the “highs”.  
The feasibility of addressing passage at Green Peter was also discussed, and it did not appear likely to occur anytime soon.  Improved passage at Foster Dam was well off as well, but did appear in the Biological Opinion.  Greg Taylor from the Corps of Engineers will update this in February. 
There was question on the ranking of South Santiam Steelhead as “low” risk of extinction.  Given that only a few hundred reached Foster Dam this year (which reflects the broad trend), how accurate is this?
A discussion followed on who was developing the plan (federal “services” agencies and Oregon) with stakeholder group advising.  Also, how it will be used (guide funding decisions for restoration projects)?  Plan will be adaptive and likely very long lived.
Time constraints forced remaining agenda items to next meeting.
