Hood River Basin Water Planning Study 
Meeting Minutes: December 5th, 2012
Call to Order
Niklas called to order the Hood River Water Planning Group Meeting at 2:00 pm on December 5th, 2012.
Attendees
The following were present:
	Name
	Organization

	1. Dan Church
	Bureau of Reclamation

	2. Toni Turner
	Bureau of Reclamation

	3. Chris Brun
	Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

	4. Hugh McMahan
	At Large Member

	5. John Buckley
	East Fork Irrigation District

	6. Jason Keller
	Geo-Systems Analysis, Inc.

	7. Niklas Christensen
	Herrera Environmental Consultants

	8. Les Perkins
	Hood River County

	9. Mike Benedict
	Hood River County

	10. Mattie Bossler
	Hood River County/ East Fork Irrigation District

	11. Steve Stampfli 
	Hood River Watershed Group

	12. Craig DeHart
	Middle Fork Irrigation District

	13. Thomas Gast
	Normandeau Associates

	14. Bonnie Lamb
	Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

	15. Daina Bambe 
	U.S. Forest Service

	16. Ed Salminen
	Watershed Professionals Network



Planned Business
Niklas began the meeting with introductions.  The majority of the meeting was spent reviewing the status report by starting with the groundwater assessment portion of the study.
Groundwater Modeling
1. Mattie reviewed her plan to set up a groundwater monitoring network.  She will use the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries’ newly completed geologic map and all the wells in the County to select new monitoring sites.  Her plan is to select sites that are vertically and spatially representative of the geologic conditions.  She also mentioned her plans to go with Marc Norton (OWRD) and Bob Wood (Watermaster) for their quarterly water measurements on the following day to understand how they measure water levels and help develop a volunteer monitoring network. Once the wells are identified, OWRD has stated they can incorporate up to 20 additional wells in their monitoring. There was also mention of incorporating isotope sampling at some point in the future.
2. Toni summarized the Groundwater Workshop (see 12.05.12 Status Report) and mentioned Jennifer Johnson (Bureau) would be preparing a design document by the end of December that would propose currently available data, data gaps, and groundwater model development.  Dan also included the possibility of having continuing communication with people who attended the groundwater workshop through conference calls/webinars and Mattie would be coordinating that communication.
Climate Change Analysis
1. Toni summarized the Bureau’s progress on Climate Change Analysis (see 12.05.12 Status Report).  
2. Hugh wondered if the glacier thickness was hypothetical and not representative of Mt. Hood’s glaciers. Niklas said Ed developed the DHVSM model for the Middle Fork and would be able to answer. Ed said the glacier thickness wasn’t representative and was set at one meter.  Mike wondered if the model would calculate when the glacier would be gone.  Ed responded and said the model could not determine that because the glacier parameters (area, thickness) are difficult to quantify.  Niklas believes that the new dynamic University of British Columbia glacier model does explicitly model over year glacial change, hence will be able to predict if/when a glacier would be gone.
3. Steve wondered if the Bureau was contracting Bebe for the dynamic glacier component she was developing for the model.  Niklas responded and said that she isn’t but would be able to publish a journal article focusing on the glacier component in return for her work.  Steve said her work and Ed’s Middle Fork Study should be documented as an in-kind contribution in the grant (Section V Action Items). 
Water Storage Assessment
1. Toni summarized the Bureau’s progress and plan for their Storage Assessment portion of the study (see 12.05.12 Status Report).
2. Niklas said the County would develop a tentative list of criteria and which would be given to stakeholders for review.  
3. Les said we could immediately eliminate some sites and then use the matrix with a more select list of sites.
4. Chris wondered when several meetings had been conducted to select storage sites (referring to 12.05.12 Status Report) and said that whoever was involved in the meetings should be documented (see Section V Action Items). Niklas said that information would be documented, and also mentioned that he sent an email to everyone on the HRWPG email list on October 30 informing them of the process and soliciting input.
5. Bonnie wondered if there is still time for more input for selecting storage sites.  Niklas said the Storage Assessment should be put into context of the whole study and less focus should be placed on selecting storage sites, but more input could be included from people not initially involved with selecting sites.
6. Daina said she did not receive the attachments to the storage report and Niklas said he would send them out to the group (see Section V Action Items).  Mattie said she would also provide a smaller version of the map at the meeting showing the storage sites and IFIM reaches.
7. Steve wondered if storage sites were selected using a topographic model and Toni responded and said that they mainly solicited input from stakeholders based on their needs.  She also mentioned several more steps are needed to evaluate the sites; a full geology investigation which would include collecting samples.
8. Les mentioned that part of this study is questioning whether or not we need storage sites and that should be determined before an extensive investigation of each proposed site. Mike wondered if a matrix would be needed if enough detail wasn’t available at this stage in the study. Toni said it was important to continue with the process they were following. 
9. Mike wondered how many sites could pragmatically be incorporated into the water resources model. Toni responded that ideally three and no more than five sites could be modeled. Les said he would prefer more storage sites incorporated and Toni responded by saying that it would be difficult to incorporate 15 sites into the model.
10.  Les wondered if the exact location of each storage site was necessary in the model. Niklas responded by saying that model could be more volume based and each storage site just needed to be placed relative to upstream and downstream diversions. Les said that model should focus on different storage scenarios rather than specific sites and the model could be a decision tool to select what sites from the actual sites should be selected.  Toni agreed and other factors should be incorporated, like conservation, to determine the extent of storage needs for the Basin.  She also said that she could do a less detailed model that wouldn’t take into account reservoir operational rules.
11. Ed mentioned that the model will route flows, so the model could be run without storage and reaches that are most impacted could drive the selection of storage sites.  Similarly, Niklas said the model would run several scenarios: existing conditions, conservation, and climate change to determine the water availability of each reach.
12.  Chris thought there was a lot of focus being placed on storage and conservation was the highest priority.  Toni said the intent of the storage study was to provide a toolbox for future needs.  Les agreed and said the storage assessment was about management options for the future and doing a cost/benefit analysis of future storage sites.  
13. Daina said she would prefer not to select sites and would like to compare the sites through different criteria.  Steve thought other storage studies should be reviewed to see how they initiated storage site selection and to get an idea of how much time is really needed to use the matrix evaluation and whether or not this is an appropriate time to select sites.
14. Chris said the number of storage sites has grown and effort shouldn’t be placed on a lot of sites.  Les responded by saying that we should incorporate as many sites as we can now because we don’t have the knowledge to eliminate sites.  Toni said the Bureau’s process should be used to narrow in on specific sites and specific sites can’t be determined immediately.
15. Toni also mentioned that once the storage needs are more defined through the water conservation and needs assessment, a storage workshop should be conducted to fully evaluate the storage sites.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Considering everyone had a lot of input and opposing views for how to continue the storage assessment, Niklas, Les, and Mike met the following day to discuss the best path forward.  They, along with consultation from the Bureau, thought that storage sites in the water resource model should be non-site specific.  This would allow the study to focus on how much, if any, storage is necessary.  Once we quantify the climate change impacts and finish the Water Conservation Assessment, the HRWPG will discuss target volumes to use in the water resource model.  With this modified approach, there is no need to go through the site selection matrix at this point.  After meeting with Mike and Les, and consulting with the Bureau, Niklas called EFID, MFID, CTWS, and SWCD to discuss this approach.  If anyone wants the HRWPG to go through the storage site selection matrix process, please contact Niklas.


In-Stream Flow Assessment
1. Thomas summarized Normandeau’s progress on the IFIM study.  They have almost completed field measurements and they just need to get high flow measurements on Green Point Creek.  Their next step is to develop the Habitat Suitability Criteria and they plan on using the Middle Fork IFIM Study criteria.   He asked Ed when the Middle Fork Study would be completed and Ed responded that the Study is currently in internal review, but he could provide the criteria (See Section IV Action Items).
2. Chris included that the fall Chinook sub-yearling criteria should be included as well because the Middle Fork Study does not have them. He said he would provide that criteria and Thomas said he might have the Chinook criteria in his current database.  
3. Chris also mentioned that a meeting should be held to review the criteria.  Mike wondered if a meeting was necessary and they could save money by not having a meeting.  Chris said they could set up a conference call and asked Thomas when they could have the conference call.  Thomas said that he should review the criteria as soon as possible.  
4. Niklas wondered what Normandeau was using for hydrologic data and Thomas said the County is providing data. Niklas said that he and Thomas should discuss this further and thought the DHVSM model flows should be used. Niklas also thought there was duplication in effort when generating flows both from the water resources model and the PHABSIM model.

Water Needs Assessment
1. Niklas said he was partnering with Ed to do the Watershed Needs Assessment and the assessment would be used to develop the Water Resources Model. 
2. Ed reported his progress; he said the OWRD GIS water use data is incomplete so he generated a complete version of all the points of diversion (POD) and categorized them by use.  Mike wondered if there was any spatial data.  Ed said the POD was a shapefile and the other data is hyperlinked.  
Water Conservation Assessment
Niklas said that conservation assessment will begin after the Water Needs Assessment.
Water Resources Modeling
1. Toni summarized  the Bureau’s progress in the water resources modeling portion of the study  and reviewed different model options for them to use (see 12.05.12 Status Report)
2. Niklas also added that Riverware is a proprietary model with a $6,000 initial license and $3,000 for each additional year and the model requires training.   Excel is free but the modeling can get complicated quickly.  He also mentioned that Riverware can provide more detail but will probably become a static document. Mike thought Excel seemed like the best model for the County.
3. Toni said the model will require a knowledge handoff and would include training the County to use the model.  Craig wondered if a user manual could also be provided and Toni said that could be included (see Section V Action Items). Craig also mentioned that they had Excel spreadsheet modeling the MFID and he could provide that to the Bureau (see Section V Action Items).
4. Niklas reviewed items 4 and 5 under the Water Resources Modeling Section of the 12.05.12 Status Report.
5. Bonnie wondered if a water quality component was also being considered in the study.  Niklas responded by saying that this was a weak aspect of the model and could be done somewhat qualitatively. If this study is brought to a feasibility level, more focus will be placed on water quality.  Mike wondered if there are models that show correlation between volume and temperature and Bonnie responded by saying that DEQ had developed a model for the main stem Hood River, East Fork and Neal Creek a few years ago, but updating the model to current conditions would be challenging.  Niklas said he had a conversation with Jason Dunham (OSU) who created a temperature model dependent on volume and air temperature that would be ready in about six months.  Toni also added that one of the requirements of the basin study is to examine how changes in water supply affect water quality and ecological resiliency. The examination would most likely be qualitative, but could be quantitative with more stakeholder input.
Administrative Tasks
The next HRWPG meeting is scheduled for January 2nd which is likely not a good day to meet.  Niklas suggested combining the January and February HRWPG meeting into a single meeting held on January 16th. Two people mentioned conflicts with January 16th, after which other dates were proposed each of which also had scheduling conflicts.  A status report with project updates will be sent out to the HRWPG on January 4th, at which time we will reassess the need to meet depending on progress made.  Adjournment
Niklas ended the meeting at 4:30 pm.
[bookmark: _Ref342641697]Action Items
1. [bookmark: _Ref339531683]Document in-kind contributions from Bebe and the Middle Fork IFIM Study (Mattie).
2. Send out storage report attachments to WPG (Niklas, been completed already).
3. Send out map of storage site locations and IFIM reaches to WPG (Mattie).
4. Provide Habitat Suitability Criteria from the Middle Fork IFIM Study to Thomas (Ed).
5. Provide Chinook Criteria to Thomas (Chris).
6. Include user manual for water resources model (Toni).
7. Provide MFID Excel Model to Bureau (Craig). 

Meeting Minutes 12/05/12 	HRWPG	Page 5 of 5



