Final

ESHMC Meeting Notes from November 13, 2007

Item 1 -
Introductions were made, and an attendance list was circulated.  The following were present at the meeting:


David Blew

Bryce Contor (present part of the day, but did not sign the attendance sheet)

Sean Vincent

Rick Allen

Gary Johnson

Willem Schreuder

Rick Raymondi

John Koreny

John Lindgren

Allan Wylie

Jennifer Johnson

Diane Tate

Hal Anderson

Dennis Owsley

Bill Kramber

Chuck Brendecke

Chuck Brockway

Brian Patton

Item 2 – Hal Anderson and Brian Patton provided an overview of the information presented (November 8th) to the Quantitative Goals Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee to Idaho Water Resource Board in the development of the Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan for the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA CAMP Process).  The first assignment of the subcommittee directed the IDWR Planning Bureau to develop scenarios to adjust the ESPA water budget between 600,000 to 900,00 acre feet annually, and these goals were based on the Strawman Settlement Agreement (September 2004).  The IDWR presentation included the following components:  A&B Conversion; Recharge; CREP; Soft Conversions; New Storage; Salmon Flow Exchange; and other Remaining Measures.   IDWR utilized ESPAM Version 1.1 spreadsheet tools for CREP, conversions, and recharge in the analyses.  A copy of Preliminary Plan for the ESPA CAMP Committee Modeling Scenario(s) was made available to the ESHMC.  


Chuck Brockway asked for clarification regarding how Salmon Flow Exchange works.  John Koreny was interested in cost information and thought it should be presented.  Willem Schreuder asked what has been done to explore the physical ability to recharge on the ESPA.  In response to Willem, Brian Patton mentioned the pilot recharge program at the W Canal site with a 30 cfs operational goal.  Chuck Brendecke suggested natural tracing to monitor the flow pathway of recharge water.  Brian responded that there are concerns with the City of Wendell water supply with respect to tracers and that the DEQ is funding monitoring studies.

Chuck Brockway asked for a briefing on the North Side recharge project.  Sean Vincent responded that infiltration in the canals and laterals was not at the rate that was anticipated.  Adjustments had been made and different and more canals and laterals were used to distribute the recharge water.  Sean said the goal was 29,500 acre-feet, and that between 260 and 300 cfs was being diverted.




Regarding the water budget adjustment, Willem asked if building more storage would actually result in a net change to the budget.  Hal said that we would be “building for a category 5 hurricane” by building storage to capture the peak runoff in good water years.  With respect to recharge, Brian Patton said that if the Board’s recharge right is truly subordinated to hydropower on the Snake River, then the water budget adjustment will be significantly less than 900,000 acre feet.



Willem and Allan Wylie offered that CREP is the best “deal” on the list, and Diane Tate said that we should elevate this recommendation to the CAMP Subcommittee.  The ESHMC agreed.

Item 3 – Rick Raymondi made a short presentation to the ESHMC demonstrating a location where return flows from the Fort Hall Irrigation Project are discharged and flow into Spring Creek above the USGS gage.  Another suspected location where returns enter Spring Creek was also shown.  Rick made the point that the addition of return flows to the spring discharge may affect the use of Spring Creek as a calibration target for the ESPAM.  He indicated that the Tribes are in the process of developing an inventory of returns on the Fort Hall Reservation, and that a Memorandum of Understanding is being developed between the Tribes and IDWR to share data.  Chuck Brockway commented that the precipitous dip observed in Spring Creek flows could be explained by the impact of the return flows.

Item 4 - 
Bill Kramber provided the ESHMC with an overview of the irrigated/non-irrigated lands file that is being built by the IDWR GIS Section.  This file is a new GIS layer that will be utilized in the next version of ESPAM (2.0).  Gravity versus sprinkler irrigated lands will be identified in addition to irrigated versus non-irrigated.  The 2004 common land use polygons (CLU) and the 2006 NAIP are used in the updating of the file.  Gary Johnson asked what is the % change from the old file that IDWR GIS is finding.  Bill Kramber said that he would be surprised if it is over 10%.  The ESHMC recommended extending the file to the model boundary and adding the “Bellevue Triangle”.  Willem commented that this work is a great step forward but will bring new challenges.  Allan added that CREP and transfers could be automated and this irrigated lands file could be updated annually.


Willem requested a briefing on the updating of the POD file.  Allan indicated that he is working on a new POD file incorporating data from Snake River Basin Adjudication.  He had intended to present his effort to date and will likely accomplish this for the next meeting.

Item 5 – Bryce summarized the fieldwork requirement for mixed source and soft conversion assessments.  He provided a memo summarizing this effort prior to the meeting.  He also presented a powerpoint regarding excess canal capacity for conversions and recharge.  The memo and the powerpoint are in the November 13th meeting folder.  Base on Bryce’s analysis, it appears that the best approach is to do an office review of 300 samples and field inspection of a subset of 50 samples.  The office review will proceed in the order of Table 1 of the memo, incorporating as few or as many steps as needed to obtain an unambiguous indication of water source with reasonable certainty.  The ESHMC agreed with Bryce and felt that there was not a great deal of benefit obtain from a WMIS data review.

Item 6 - 
Bryce presented an approach to the “Current Policy” or Continued Changes in Practices Scenario”.  After much debate on how to structure this scenario, the ESHMC could not come to a consensus.  The committee then agreed to drop this scenario, and begin a discussion of Snake River diversions.  The committee looked at a graph of the total annual diversions by the Aberdeen-Springfield canal company from a file that Bryce had available.  John Koreny also presented several graphs of diversions for discussion.  This topic will be on the agenda for the next meeting.

Item 7 – Bryce also discussed the priorities and ranking of activities to accomplish in the development of ESPAM Version 2.0.  Two important outcomes of this discussion were that it appears no significant changes in data gathering need to be made, and that there is general agreement that ESPAM 2.0 calibration should be based upon one-month stress periods.  Bryce agreed to be prepared to discuss recharge on non-irrigated lands and return flows at the next ESHMC meeting.

Item 8 - 
The next meeting date was set for January 8, 2008.

DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1. The ESHMC agreed to recommend that the CREP program is the best pursuit for reducing demand on the ESPA within the “menu” presented to the CAMP Quantitative Goals Subcommittee and requested that this recommendation be voiced to the CAMP Advisory Committee.

2. The ESHMC recommended to Bill Kramber that the work being done to build a new irrigated/non-irrigated lands file be extended to the model boundary and include the Bellevue “Triangle”.

3. The ESHMC decided to drop the pursuit of the “Current Policy” or Continued Changes in Practice Scenario” and to begin a discussion of Snake River diversions.  This topic (diversions) will be on the agenda for the next meeting.



