Hood River Basin Water Planning Study 
Meeting Minutes: September 13th, 2013
Call to Order
Niklas called to order the Hood River Water Planning Group Meeting at 1:00 pm on September 13th, 2013.
Attendees
The following were present:
	Name
	Organization

	1. Bill Munk
	Hood River Citizen

	2. Bob Wood
	Oregon Water Resources Department

	3. Chris Brun 
	Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

	4. Cindy Thieman
	Hood River Watershed Group

	5. Craig DeHart
	Middle Fork Irrigation District

	6. Dan Church (via teleconference)
	United States Bureau of Reclamation

	7. Hugh McMahan
	At Large Member

	8. Jason Keller
	At Large Member

	9. Jennifer Johnson (via teleconference)
	United States Bureau of Reclamation

	10. Jer Camarata
	Farmers Irrigation District

	11. John Buckley
	East Fork Irrigation District

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

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

	14. Mike Benedict
	Hood River County

	15. Niklas Christensen
	Watershed Professionals Network 

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

	17. Toni Turner (via teleconference)
	United States Bureau of Reclamation



Planned Business
Toni Turner and Niklas Christensen presented during the majority of the meeting. Toni focused on outlining the methodology Reclamation used to prepare the climate change data for DHSVM and alternatives they plan to incorporate into MODSIM.  Niklas discussed results from his Water Conservation Assessment and how they would be incorporated into the water resources modeling.  Toni and Niklas presented with a PowerPoint® presentation which can be used as a reference while reviewing the minutes presented below.  Some of the slides contain animations, so view the presentation in presentation mode.  Unlike previous meetings the discussion did not follow the September update and instead followed the meeting agenda. 
Overview of Process and Goals
Toni began the meeting with some overall process and goals to accomplish at the meeting.
(Slides 3-7, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx).
1. Taylor Dixon provided an update of his efforts in modeling for DHSVM and MODSIM. Jennifer and Jon said they have calibrated their transient model and have formulated the scenarios they plan to model, and have completed some preliminary runs.
2. Toni described the timeline Reclamation will follow to complete the Basin Study.
3. Toni listed the goals wanted the WPG to accomplish by the end of the meeting (Slide 7, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx)
Overview of Climate Change Decision Process
Toni summarized Reclamation’s process to conduct the climate change analysis for the Basin Study (slides 8-17, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx).
1. Toni provided an overview of the process they will use: 1) selecting climate change data, 2)inputting the data into DHSVM, 3)generating flows from DHSVM, 4)inputting flows into the water resource model, and 5) conduct analyses of results (slide 10, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx)
2. Toni compared the two models that are possibilities to use for generating climate change data: Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 3 (CMIP3) or Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 5 (CMIP5). Toni recommended using the CMIP3 model (slide 11, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx)
3. Toni reviewed the available data sources Reclamation could use to implement either CMIP3 or CMIP5 (slide 12, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx).
4. Toni described how the climate data was scaled from a global to regional scale so the data can be incorporated into DHSVM (slide 13, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx).
5. Toni described how the statistical distribution of climate data generated from either CMIP3 or CMIP5 could be used depending on the focus the study.  Studies focusing on designing structures to withstand extreme events usually select data surrounding the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles (i.e. data at the 10th percentile represents data that is 40 percent less than the data representing average predictions).  Studies focusing on water resource planning usually select on data surrounding the 20th, 50th, 80th percentiles (slide 13, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx). 
6. Toni described the decisions Reclamation has made regarding how they have processed and plan to model climate change data.  They plan to use climate data generated from CMIP3 downscaled over the Columbia River Basin.  They plan to characterize the uncertainty or distribution of the climate data generated at the 20th, 50th, and 80th percentiles.  
Climate Change Decision Process for Hood River
Jon provided the details of the climate change analysis that will specifically apply to the Hood River Basin (WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_JR.pptx).  His presentation provides detailed notes so refer to his presentation for additional information presented during this section.
1. Niklas mentioned his concerns about what climate characterization to use from CMIP3’s climate data.  Jon proposed these three climate characterizations: More Warming  and Wetter (MW/W), Central (C), and Less Warming and Dry (LW/D).  Niklas thought using a More Warming and Dry (MW/D) characterization would be more appropriate for the Hood Basin and be more representative of extreme conditions that negatively impact water supply.  Toni responded saying that in past studies, the MW/W and LW/D characterizations produced the widest range in changes in both precipitation and temperature.  She said using the MW/D would produce wetter conditions than the LW/D and not be representative of an extreme scenario with less water. 
Scenarios for Analysis & Discussion of the Water Conservation Assessment
Toni presented the overall goals for the Basin Study and the alternatives Reclamation plans to analyze (Slides 18-26, WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_BR_Toni.pptx).  Niklas presented his results from the Water Conservation Assessment (WPG_Meeting_9 12 13_Niklas.pptx).
1. Toni presented four possible alternatives Reclamation plans to model in MODSIM : 1) A baseline scenario with existing conditions with a simulated historical climate, 2) A future scenario with a simulated future climate, 3) a future scenario with a simulated future climate and changes to storage, 4) a future scenario with a simulated future climate and increased demands, 5) a future scenario with a simulated future climate and increased conservation, 6) a future scenario with a simulated future climate and with a combination of the options presented in alternatives 3 through 5. Of the potential alternatives with future conditions and changes to operations and demands, Toni said Reclamation could only model three of them.
2. Niklas presented results from the Water Conservation Assessment.  His overall thoughts for conservation related to potable water use was that it would be costly and would contribute only a small fraction of savings out of the total water use in the Hood River Basin.  His overall thoughts for conservation related to agriculture was that the most savings could be achieved through piping the remaining canals in EFID as well the other districts and converting less efficient sprinklers to more efficient sprinklers in addition to using soil moisture sensors as well.
3. Mike wondered if the groundwater model could indicate whether or not the groundwater table was receding and if that would increase the importance of including potable water conservation into the Water Resources Alternatives.  Jon responded that the model would not be able to compute exact numbers for the water table elevation but could indicate whether or not the resources were declining.  Niklas also responded and said most of potable water districts’ water supplies were far greater than the demands  and he thought the demands would continue to be a small fraction of the available supply in the future.
4. Niklas re-iterated the possible alternatives Toni described in Item 1.  He listed the three alternatives he thought would be best to model:  1) an alternative with future climate and demands due to increased population and conservation measures and existing storage , 2) an alternative with future climate and existing demands and new storage, and 3) an alternative with future climate and new demands and storage.  
a. Jason thought increased irrigation demands as a result of Evaporation (ET) losses due to the future climate should be included and Niklas agreed.  Jason also said the estimate for ET losses is so uncertain that it potentially should not be included.   Bob also said that irrigators demand would be limited by their Water Right, so that amount might be the limiting factor for increased demand due to ET losses.
b. The group agreed on the following alternatives modified from the ones described in Item 4: 1) an alternative with future climate and demands without any conservation measures and existing storage, 2)an alternative with future climate, increased demands due to population increase and well as decreases due to conservation measures, and existing storage, and 3) an alternative with future climate, increased demands due to population increase and well as decreases due to conservation measures, and new storage.
Action Items
1. Prepare a table describing each alternative to model in MODSIM (Niklas Christensen, Mattie Bossler)
2. Organize a subcommittee from the WPG to act as technical oversight to Reclamation’s water resource modeling (Niklas Christensen).
3. Finalize what climate characterization Reclamation will use from the climate data, either MW/D or LW/D (Niklas Christensen, Reclamation).
4. Schedule the next WPG meeting (WPG members).
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