Hood River Basin Water Planning Study 
Meeting Minutes: May 1st, 2013
Call to Order
Niklas called to order the Hood River Water Planning Group Meeting at 2:00 pm on May 1st, 2013.
Attendees
The following were present:
	Name
	Organization

	1. Hugh McMahan
	At Large Member

	2. Jason Keller
	At Large Member

	3. Jonathan Rocha
	Bureau of Reclamation

	4. Jennifer Johnson 
	Bureau of Reclamation

	5. Chris Brun
	Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

	6. John Buckley
	East Fork Irrigation District

	7. Jer Camarata
	Farmers Irrigation District

	8. Les Perkins
	Hood River County

	9. Mike Benedict
	Hood River County

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

	11. Cindy Thieman
	Hood River Watershed Group

	12. Ed Salimen
	Watershed Professionals Network

	13. Niklas Christensen
	Watershed Professionals Network 



Planned Business
The meeting was initiated with a presentation given by Jennifer and Jonathan, Groundwater Specialists with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). The remainder of planned business followed the agenda listed in the 5.1.13 Status Report.
Groundwater Modeling
Jennifer and Jonathan provided an update of their groundwater assessment, an explanation of the steady-state groundwater model they are building, and the model’s results.  This section provides a detailed account of the Bureau’s presentation and questions from the WPG, so please skim as needed. The numbered items also are presented in the order of the powerpoint presentation, so the powerpoint can be used to clarify and questions about the items (the slide number refernced corresponds to the powerpoint in presentation mode).
1. The Bureau first provided the overall purpose and objectives of their groundwater assessment (see Slide 3, HRB GW 1May2013 Shared power point presentation). 
2. Jonathan described the inflows and outflows into the Basin’s groundwater system  and mentioned the difficulty in representing the basin, due to lack of data for outflows and inflows (Slide 5, HRB GW 1May2013 Shared.pptx)
3. Jonathan focused on the available data and presented water level data collected by OWRD from 14 wells.  The figure depicted little to no change in the 14 wells’ water levels over a five year period. Jonathan also mentioned the stable groundwater levels are indicative of the inflows equaling the outflows for a long period of time  (Slide 7, HRB GW 1May2013 Shared.pptx).
4. Jonathan then presented their estimates for aquifer inflows and outflows in the basin (Slide 8, HRB GW 1May2013 Shared.pptx).
a.  Canal losses were estimated from Irrigation District Conservation Plans.
b.  Spring outflows were estimated from reported potable water use from the water districts and were considered underestimated due to other springs not allocated for use.
c.  Pumping outflows were estimated from reported water rights and corresponding irrigated acres and were considered overestimated because users were likely to not use their entire water right,
d. Estimates for river losses and gains were taken from Niklas’s estimate for naturalized flow at Tucker Gage in October and expanded to account for an entire year. 
5. Jonathan then described the methodology the used to calculate recharge. Precipitation recharge was the largest water budget item (slides 9-10, HRB GW 1May2013 Shared.pptx ). 
a. Using guidance from a  USGS Study of the Columbia Plateau Regional Aquifer System, the Bureau calibrated their recharge estimates for the Hood Basin using  a regression equation correlating modeled recharge to estimated recharge for the NW Deschutes Basin (borders Hood River Basin).   The correlation coefficient   was 0.93 for the regression equation, indicating the modeled recharge adequately represents the estimated recharge for NW Deschutes Basin and confirmed the ability to use the equation for the Hood River Basin. 
b. Slide 9 presented the Bureau’s estimates for the spatial distribution of annual recharge in the Hood River Basin using the USGS regression equation as well as the seasonal distribution for the recharge. 
6. Jonathan felt more confident in their estimates for Precipitation Recharge, Canal Losses, and Pumping losses, and less confident in their estimates for River Losses and Gains, Boundary Inflows and Outflows, and Spring Outflows (slide 11, HRB GW 1May2013 Shared.pptx). 
a. The underestimation for the river losses and gains is due to only being able to use flows at Tucker Bridge in October.  Niklas wondered what the Bureau’s methodology was to distribute the base flows from annual scale to a seasonal scale.  Jennifer responded and said they would use outputs from their model to estimate annual river losses and use a general seasonal pattern of increased outflows during the winter and spring months and lower outflows in the summer and fall months.  Niklas said he had time series for spring discharge, showing the seasonal fluctuation which he thought could be applied to the river losses and gains.
b. Les asked Niklas if the base flow estimate from the naturalized flow at Tucker Gage removed contributions from glacier melt. Niklas said he assumed very little glacier melt was contributing to baseflow in October. Ed thought baseflow could be estimated from the USGS gauge at the West Fork Hood River because where is little glacial melt and scaled based on watershed area for the mainstem Hood River at Tucker Gage. 
c.  Jennifer said the the overall outputs from the model would provide a relative relationships between groundwater and surface water rather than hard numbers so more focus on fine tuning baseflow was unnecessary for completing the overall objective of the assessment. 
7. Jonathan expected they would finalize their steady state model by mid-May and then begin building the transient model. They also will begin formulating alternatives and scenarios to evaluate in the model (Slide 12, HRB GW 1May203 Shared powerpoint).
a. Niklas wondered what scenarios the Bureau planned to model.  Jonathan responded and said they use the questions presented in Slide 2 and utilize feedback from the USGS and WPG to form the scenarios. Jennifer also added they would include scenarios incorporating climate change impacts.
Project Timeline
1. Niklas summarized progress for the Consultants, Bureau of Reclamation and Hood River County (Page 3, 5.1.13 Status Report). Climate and Hydrologic Modeling has delayed due to issues with calibrating DHSVM and they expect to  finish calibrating the model and generating stream flow by the end of May. The delay in climate/hydrologic modeling changed the timeline for finishing the Instream Flow Assessment from the end of May to the end June because generated stream flows will be used PHABSIM. 
Climate Change Analysis
1. Niklas summarized the Bureau’s progress on Climate Change Analysis (Page 4, 5.1.13 Status Report).  
2. Due to Bureau’s lack of time and resources, University of Washington will be contracted by the Bureau to assist the Bureau in calibrating DHSVM.
Water Storage Assessment
1. Niklas summarized the Bureau’s progress on the Water Storage Assessment (see 3.1.13 Status Report).  
2. Niklas also mentioned water storage will be revisited once water resources modeling has been complete and any possible deficits have been identified.
Water Resources Modeling
1. Niklas summarized the Bureau’s progress in the water resources modeling portion of the study Page 4, 3.1.13 Status Report). Similarly to the Instream Flow Assessment, the Bureau will not be able to begin modeling until they receive results from DHSVM.  The Bureau will conduct a similar presentation to the groundwater assessment, once they begin building the model.
In-Stream Flow Assessment
1. Niklas summarized Normandeau’s progress on the IFIM Study (Page 5, 5.1.1 Status Report). As mentioned previously, Normandeau is waiting for results from DHSVM.  
2. Thomas Gast will plan on presenting their results at the next WPG meeting in June.
Water Needs Assessment
1. Niklas summarized his progress on the Water Needs Assessment (Page 5, 5.1.13 Status Report).  He passed around a draft Water Needs Report. 
2. Niklas found errors in the water use report for the City of Hood River which could indicate water use reports for other users are wrong as well. Niklas plans on re-reviewing water right certificates to corroborate water use reports of other users in the County.
a. When reviewing certificates for users with  multiple sources, Niklas is experiencing difficulties in determining how the maximum use rate is distributed over multiple sources to derive the actual water use of the user.   
b. Bob said the State usually divides the max rate evenly between the multiple sources which might not reflect the actual use in one particular source of the multiple sources. 
Interactive Map of Hood River Basin 
1. Niklas summarized his progress on completing the interactive map for the Hood River Basin (Page 5, 5.1.13 Status Report). 
2. Mike Schrankel agreed to incorporate the spatial data on the County’s interactive map on their website.
3. Niklas said the map will allow the user to click on a particular element and a table will pop-up presenting links to the water rights and use reports on the OWRD website.
Water Conservation Assessment
1. Niklas summarized his progress on completing the water conservation assessment (Page 6, 5.1.13 Status Report).  
2. Niklas began reviewing his calculations with estimating conservation opportunities with sprinklers and soil moisture sensors for the Irrigation Districts.  Items presented in this section comment on calculations made in the “Sprinkler_analysis.xlsx” spreadsheet, so use the  spreadsheet as a reference where needed.
a. Niklas first collected all the available information on existing application systems in each of the Irrigation Districts (Summary Sheet, Sprinkler_analysis.xlsx).
i. MFID conducted a field survey and follow up questionnaire. 
ii. EFID conducted  a mail survey was done followed by a phone survey.
iii. DID and MHID estimates were based on conversations with the District Managers.
iv. FID estimates are still a work in progress.
b. Niklas described his methodology for calculating the efficiency for each application system type.  He used two studies conducted by Jack Laroux and the SWCD monitoring the water use of different irrigation systems Orchardists used in the Hood River Basin (Efficiency Sheet, Sprinkler_analysis.xlsx)
c. Niklas described his implementation of a conservation scenario for each district where he assumed a certain percentage of acres would be converted to more efficient application systems over a 10 year period (Conversion Sheet, Sprinkler_analysis.xlsx).
d. For each district, Niklas compared the water use determined through the application efficiency and the use estimated from the water use reports.  He found the water use based on application efficiency was relatively similar to the reported use for all of the irrigation districts except EFID, where the reported use exceeded the estimated use by at least 14,000 acre-feet per year.  Niklas said the discrepancy is likely due to overflows and seepage throughout EFID’s distribution system (ID Diversion Summary Sheet, Sprinkler_analysis.xlsx).
3. Niklas said he would use the City of Hood River’s Water Management Conservation Plan and the EPA WaterSense documents to estimate conservation opportunities for the potable water districts. He found the water use for all the potable irrigation districts remained pretty steady on an annual basis, except for the City of Hood River where water use increased in summer because the City is the only potable district that allows irrigation use. 
4. Niklas reviewed hydroelectric options for each of the irrigation districts and found the most opportunity with EFID. 
a. Niklas found two different options for EFID: 1)A low head hydropower system made by Natel Energy with three different installation configurations and a pretty high capital cost and 2)a in pipe configuration made by Lucid Energy with a reasonable capital cost. John Buckley wondered if these systems would be cost-effective with operation only during irrigation season and Niklas said he was unsure and still needed to determine if either option was feasible. 
b. Craig mentioned that Niklas’s option for MFID to direct Coe flows to their sediment pond would not improve the District’s hydroelectric production. Niklas said he wanted to discuss this further with Craig in the coming weeks.
HRC Update
1. Mattie summarized the work she has completed with establishing the Groundwater Monitoring Network, assisting Niklas with the Conservation Assessment, and updates in OWRD Grant Administration (Page 7, 5.1.13 Status Report).
Niklas thought the group should meet again towards the end of June during the week of the 17th. Niklas said he would confirm whether  or not this week would work for the group in the coming weeks. The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 pm.
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