Hood River Basin Water Planning Group 
Meeting Minutes: February 12th, 2014
Call to Order
Niklas called to order the Hood River Water Planning Group Meeting at 2:00 pm on February 12th, 2014.
Attendees
The following were present:
	Name
	Organization

	1. Hugh McMahan
	At Large Member

	2. Jason Keller (via teleconference)
	At Large Member

	3. Chris Brun 
	Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

	4. John Buckley
	East Fork Irrigation District

	5. Jer Camarata
	Farmers Irrigation District

	6. Mike Benedict
	Hood River County

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

	8. Cindy Thieman
	Hood River Watershed Group

	9. Bonnie Lamb (via teleconference)
	Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

	10. Jon LaMarche (via teleconference)
	Oregon Water Resources Department

	11. Robert Wood
	Oregon Water Resources Department

	12. Jon Rocha (via teleconference)
	United States Bureau of Reclamation

	13. Taylor Dixon (via teleconference)
	United States Bureau of Reclamation

	14. Toni Turner
	United States Bureau of Reclamation

	15. Terrence Conlon (via teleconference)
	United States Geological Survey

	16. Niklas Christensen
	Watershed Professionals Network 


Planned Business
Niklas Christensen began the meeting with a summary of the project schedule.   Toni Turner provided a summary of the reports Reclamation will be preparing to document their work and corresponding schedule associated with completing their reports. Taylor Dixon presented during the majority of the meeting. Taylor presented via webinar the finalized results for the water resource alternatives that were analyzed in MODSIM for both current and future climate conditions.   Mattie Bossler provided an update of her work administering the Groundwater Monitoring Network and completing some remaining tasks for the OWRD grant. PowerPoint® presentations were used during the meeting and are available on the County website which can be used as a reference while reviewing the minutes presented below.  
Overall Project Schedule
Niklas summarized the project schedule and listed the dates for the remaining meetings for the Water Planning Group.  Niklas also mentioned the Watershed Group’s new WaterSMART grant in conjunction with the future of the Water Planning Group and mentioned that the WPG would have to decide what its future and future role would be and one of the ideas was to transfer some, or all, of its functions to the grant (Slides 1-4, WPG_Meeting_2.12.14_Niklas&Mattie.pptx).
Reclamation Report Schedule
Toni Turner summarized Reclamation’s reporting process for the technical reports and final report they plan to prepare.  She also provided a schedule of when these reports will be available for the stakeholders to review (WPG_Meeting_2.12.14_Bureau_Toni.pptx).
1. Chris asked Toni if an executive summary would be included in any of the reports and Toni said the technical reports would most likely not include executive summaries but the Final report would.
2. Cindy Thieman was concerned that a two week time period was not sufficient for her to review each technical report and the final report.  Toni said she was most likely unable to increase the review period due to time constraints imposed by the study contract.
Final Water Resource Modeling Results
Taylor presented the final results from modeling the five water resource alternatives under the three different climate scenarios in MODSIM (WPG_Meeting_2.12.14_Bureau_Taylor.pptx).  Taylor summarized significant findings from the model results on slide 32 of his presentation.
1. Jonathan LaMarche asked why the flow duration curves generated from the model at the East Fork above the Main Canal and Middle Fork for alternative four  and five exceeded the baseline conditions at the 15th and 20th percentiles (figures in Slide 15, WPG_Meeting_2.12.14_Bureau_Taylor.pptx).  Taylor said alternative four and five’s higher low flows were due to the conservation measures implemented in them. The conservation measures reduced demand when compared to baseline conditions and ultimately resulted in more water in the East Fork at these two locations during periods of low flow. 
2. Cindy Thieman asked if the agricultural water conservation measures implemented in alternative four and five were generalized over the basin or estimated specifically for each irrigation district. Niklas responded and said the conservation measures for those alternatives were estimated differently for each irrigation district.
3. Hugh McMahan asked how the model accounted for changes in evapotranspiration (ET) demands for the various agriculture crops with respect to the increase in temperature from the climate models.  Niklas said the way ET demands were accounted for in the model depended on the efficiency of the irrigation system used: for crops with inefficient systems that provided more than ET demand, no changes were made and for crops with efficient sprinklers meeting the ET demand, water demand was increased as temperature increased. 
4. Jonathan asked how the forest ET was accounted for in the model.  Taylor responded and said that DHSVM accounts for the changes in forest ET demand due to temperature change.
5. Terrence asked how the change in precipitation was accounted for in the climate models Reclamation used.  Taylor said the process was complex and would be difficult to explain in the remaining portion of the meeting but could provide Terrence with a presentation of the methodology used to develop climate data  as well as  technical memo which will be written in the coming months.  Mattie said the presentation was available at the County website.
6. Chris asked if Reclamation will identify any data gaps in their technical memos and reports.  Taylor said he would include recommendations of where additional data is needed.  Toni also added that documentation of the need to address data gaps can assist in acquiring grant funding.
Groundwater Monitoring Network & OWRD Grant Analysis & Report
Mattie provided an update of work she has completed for the Groundwater Monitoring Network as well as completing the remaining OWRD grant tasks associated with the feasibility of the surface water storage alternatives (Slides 6-19, WPG_Meeting_2.12.14_Niklas&Mattie.pptx).
1. Hugh asked what the accuracy of the GPS devices that were used to locate the monitoring wells.  Mattie said the accuracy ranged from 10 to 40 feet.
2. Mike asked if the addition of new data will give insight to the extent of the aquifers in the Basin. Bob Wood responded and said in other projects OWRD and USGS have completed, they were able to identify aquifers with water level measurement data. 
3. Cindy asked what the land ownership was for the Neal Creek Storage Site. Mattie said she was unsure but thought it was possibly on County Forest and USFS property. 
Action Items
As shown on Slide 3 of Niklas and Mattie’s presentation (WPG_Meeting_2.12.14_Niklas&Mattie.pptx), the next WPG meeting was scheduled for April 2nd. 
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