ESHMC Meeting Notes May 6th, 2008
Item 1 -
Introductions were made, and an attendance list was circulated.  The following were present at the meeting:




-David Blew

-Bryce Contor 
-Gary Johnson

-Willem Schreuder

-Rick Raymondi

-John Lindgren

-Allan Wylie

-Jennifer Johnson

-Hal Anderson

-Chuck Brendecke

-Chuck Brockway, Sr.
-Greg Sullivan
-Rick Allen
-Jon Boling

-Sean Vincent

-Stacey Taylor

-Tony Morse

-Bill Kramber

-Tom Wood

-Sharon Parkinson

-Steve Burrell

-Paul Pelot
-Margie Wilkins

At the beginning of the meeting, a motion was made to go to 1½-day meetings instead of the current 1-day length.  The motion was seconded, and all members were in agreement.
Item 2 –  Hal Anderson began the meeting with a discussion of the strategies for water budget adjustments that have developed during the CAMP process including the 300K AF, the 600K AF, and the 900K AF adjustments.  The CAMP subcommittee is evaluating recharge, conversions, permanent retirement of pumping, temporary withdrawal of pumping, weather modification, increasing storage, and high lift water exchange as methods to adjust the budget.    CAMP subcommittees are also evaluating environmental issues and economic issues related to the strategies. 

Chuck Brockway Sr. asked if there are goals and objectives for the CAMP subcommittee to consider.  Hal said that there are general goals in the Framework Plan, but he said there are no strict quantitative objectives.

Chuck Brockway Sr. also asked how many applicants were interviewed for the economic evaluation.  Hal responded that the U of I through IWRRI was interviewed initially, but the cost for them was too high.  West Water Engineering was selected and has done most of the work.

Item 3 – 
Sean Vincent presented an overview of the work being undertaken by the CAMP environmental subcommittee.  He provided an overview of the members, the goals, and methods of analysis.  Sean indicated that 3 programs are being used including the Snake River Planning Model, the ESPAM, and a recharge water availability program.  He explained that the committee is following an iterative process, and he discussed the assumptions regarding conversions (soft and hard), exchange flow, CREP, and recharge.  The subcommittee is performing scenarios described as the initial condition; full CAMP; full CAMP no CREP; CREP only; and possibly others.  Future work includes developing a database, evaluation/verification of results, and comparing results using 1-moth and 6-month stress periods.

Jon Boling reminded the ESHMC that the work should not be viewed as a prediction, but rather a scenario of what could possibly happen.  Rick Allen indicated that at the end of 26 years, you will have a stack of 26 super-positioned inputs.  Chuck Brendecke requested an explanation of the interrelationship between the number of 6-month and 1-month stress periods, and Sean responded.  Jon Boling said that the subcommittee has not figured out who will benefit yet, but the database (to be developed) will help quantify the benefits more easily.  

Chuck Brockway Sr. observed that this effort is an initial step toward using a linked model.  Chuck Brendecke asked if the planning model considers the “rainbow chart” which defines flow augmentation for salmon.  Dave Blew responded that the approach tries to meet assigned flows via layers in the reservoir but uses a different method than the “rainbow chart”.

Chuck Brockway Sr. and Chuck Brendecke recommended that the subcommittee needs to document who gets the benefit of the state’s actions and advised that the stakeholders will want the details regarding who benefits from CAMP strategies that are implemented. 

Item 4 - 
Rick Raymondi provided the ESHMC an update on ESPA monitoring efforts.  He reported that the synoptic measurement of ground water levels had been completed during the spring (2008) and that instrumentation had been installed to measure spring flows at the Lynn Stevenson hatchery (springs 9 & 10) in the Malad to Bancroft reach.  He also indicated that plans were moving forward to instrument spring flow in Blind Canyon in the Buhl to Thousand Springs reach and at the Slane Hatchery which is also in the Malad to Bancroft reach.
Item 5 – 
Rick Allen reported that METRIC processing of Landsat (5 & 7) imagery for years 2002 and 2006 was in progress.  He indicated that he is still working to convince NASA officials of the merit of including the thermal band on Landsat 8.  The launching would be delayed by approximately 1 year if the thermal band is added.  Rick also mentioned that NDVI data (obtained from Landsat) are available for 1980.    

Bill Kramber provided a summary of NDVI data (normalized differenced vegetation index) and explained how NDVI shows relative amounts of biomass.
Item 6 - 
Tony Morse gave an overview of the determination of irrigated and non-irrigated lands that the IDWR GIS section is completing.  He described a 3-step process of obtaining and editing the CLU polygons, overlaying the CLU polygons with an irrigated land use layer developed from classifying NDVI images, and making final classification decisions using visual interpretation of NAIP images.  Tony indicated that the NDVI/CLU classification is better than the Snake lc 92 classification.  He said that the final product will be a classification of irrigated, non-irrigated, and residential lands above the ESPA for the 2006 irrigation season.
Item 7 – Tom Wood from the INL was introduced to the ESHMC.  Tom is the Technical Manager for the INL subregional scale ground water model and has joined the committee.  The model has a variable grid size with the purpose of simulating the impact of INL operations on the aquifer to satisfy Idaho DEQ and EPA obligations.  Tom indicated that the model was calibrated to flow velocities, the natural occurrence of isotopes, and contaminant migration at the site.  The model covers 2000 square miles, while the facility is 890 square miles.  Willem Schreuder asked if significant vertical gradients have been observed.  Tom responded that there are vertical gradients and flow directions.  He added that the bottom of the aquifer has been defined by the temperature profile and mineralization.

Item 8 – Bryce Contor led a discussion of how the results of the irrigated vs. non-irrigated lands evaluations would be used in ESPAM and gave the committee recommendations regarding additional purchases of Landsat imagery.  The ESHMC agreed that IDWR should purchase 1986 and 1996 satellite data and process the NDVI irrigated/non-irrigated pixels.  IWRRI will make irrigated-lands maps from these pixels, based upon guidance from the ESHMC in response to homework questions.  Eventually IDWR and/or Dr. Rick Allen will process METRIC ET from these same data.  The general conclusion from the presentation by Bryce was that the 1980, 1986 1996, 2000 and 2006 maps that are (or soon will be) available may provide enough information for model calibration.  

The ESHMC requested additional information on the calculation and use of RED (reduction for non-irrigated inclusions) factors.  The homework (two memos distributed at the meeting and available in the May 6th meeting folder on IDWR's website) contains requests for guidance from the ESHMC on details of calculation of RED that were not discussed in the meeting, along with requests for guidance on construction of polygons for application of the NDVI irrigation determinations.  The "homework" (two memos) should clarify this, or the ESPAM1.1 design document:

 (http://www.if.uidaho.edu/~johnson/DDW015_LandCover_Final_9_04.p

 HYPERLINK "http://www.if.uidaho.edu/~johnson/DDW015_LandCover_Final_9_04.pdf" \o "http://www.if.uidaho.edu/~johnson/DDW015_LandCover_Final_9_04.pdf" df) 

Paul Pelot (IWRRI) was able to scan all the 1980 and 1983 U2 images needed for the 100 sample polygons.  IWRRI will georeference these and provide the referenced data back to IDWR.  When IWRRI has received input from the ESHMC on the homework questions, they will propose processing methodology and guidelines and circulate these to IDWR and the ESHMC prior to starting the work for determining RED fractions.
Item 9 - 
Stacey Taylor began a discussion on river bottom and Stage elevations.  The following points were made:
· Due to the changing stress periods, the river cells representing the Snake River above Milner dam and representing American Falls Reservoir must be changed from ESPAM ver 1.1.

· Additional gages along the Snake River will be checked on to include when estimating the stage elevation.  These additional gages include Menan, St. Anthony, and Idaho Falls.

· It was agreed upon to use stage elevations at the USGS gages and interpolate between them to assign river heads to the Snake River above Milner Dam.

· It was also agreed upon to use the river bottom elevations from ESPAM ver 1.1, which were based on cross-sections at each gage station of the Snake River.

· The ESHMC agreed that the river cells representing American Falls Reservoir must be changed due to the fluctuating reservoir levels.  Instead of having a different number of river cells representing the reservoir extent from stress period to stress period, the same number of river cells will be used at all times.   It was agreed that the aerial photos will be used to approximate the extent of the reservoir while comparing these photos to data for months and years where images are unavailable.  

· The gage at American Falls (daily data) in the reservoir should be used to calculate a monthly average for the reservoir stage for each stress period.  This means that no gradient will be assumed on the reservoir.  When the reservoir is lower than the maximum extent of reservoir (mudflats exposed in the northeastern end), the stage of the river cells in the mudflats will be the maximum elevation value of either (1) the reservoir stage (at American Falls) or (2) the land surface elevation.  

· At the meeting, it was suggested that the riverbed bottom elevation (Rbot) should be the elevation of the bottom of the reservoir (at American Falls) in the areas where the reservoir is dry.  This will be considered by IWRRI although other alternatives may also be explored. 

· The conductance of the river cells was discussed in which the conductance will vary, where the conductance at the southwestern end at American Falls will consist of a high conductance while the other areas of the reservoir will be lower.  In addition, Willem suggested that we use river cells as drain cells in the upper end or the reservoir by setting HRIV equal to RBOT.
Item 10 – Allan Wylie gave a brief presentation of a model calibration run that he had performed using fixed river bed conductance for American Falls Reservoir.  The committee recommended allowing PEST to adjust some recharge parameters while holding the river bed conductance in American Falls Reservoir fixed.
Item 11 - Stacey Taylor continued the discussion on return flows.  The following points were made:
· After presenting the results of the historical data from the Big Wood entity (IESW007) and the Richfield entity (IESW054), more than one possibility for an equation of a line representing the return flows was evident.  These possibilities include a linear equation or a quadratic equation (no coefficient).  

· The ESHMC members concluded that the group data showing 1980s and 2000s data did not show any promising conclusions when comparing diversions to return flow.   ESHMC members Brendecke and Sullivan said that return flows are very important to the model and suggested pursuing more comparisons to return flows using the following:
1. Sprinkler percentages

2. Water quality ponds/effluent regulations

3. Precipitation

4. Drought index

5. Diversions

6.  Water right amounts and priorities

7.  Presence of hydropower facilities

· The ideas brainstormed by the ESHMC members will be considered when trying to find a relationship with return flows.  

· Another important point mentioned by the ESHMC was to try to understand one entity before moving on to the next one.

Item 12 -
Phil Rassier, IDWR Chief Legal Counsel, addressed the ESHMC regarding the opinion written by Justice Schroeder resulting from the administrative hearings on the call by the Surface Water Coalition.  Phil indicated that Justice 
Schroeder recommended that more work should be done to establish or quantify the level of uncertainty when using the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model and that this is a high-priority issue.  Phil also said that the Director has recommended that the ESHMC should address this issue.  The ESHMC agreed that this will be a topic of the next meeting.
DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1)  Future ESHMC meetings would be 1 ½ days in length.
2)  The ESHMC recommended that IDWR purchase Landsat imagery for 1986 and 1996 for METRIC ET processing.
3)
IDWR and IWRRI agreed to consider other variables to determine potential relationships with trends in return flows.

4)
The ESHMC agreed to address model uncertainty as recommended by Justice Schroeder.

5)
The next meeting date was not selected at the meeting but later set for August 19 and 20, 2008.



