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ESHMC Meeting Notes from January 8, 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

Brian Patton
Tony Olenichak
Greg Sullivan
Steve Burrell
Item 2 – The meeting began with a discussion of diversions.  Willem indicated that consumption on the ESP is the same, but diversions have decreased.  He said that if the trend continues, the aquifer will run out of recharge.  Greg Sullivan added that with conversions to sprinkler being nearly completed, the diversions should level off.  Allan pointed out the concern that converting canals to pipelines and fixing leaks in laterals will decrease recharge.  Gary Johnson argued that return flows have decreased, but Willem thought that they may have increased.  Willem recommended that we look at the trends regarding diversions and returns, and Greg added that we should discuss the causes.  
Willem showed a set of graphs that he had prepared regarding diversions.  He challenged the committee to explain the trend of taking/using less water.  Bryce indicated that the more strict water quality regulations result in companies like Northside diverting less and return less to the mid-Snake.  Chuck Brockway said that canal companies have reduced returns to limit sediment and associated phosphorus.  He also said that Northside has relied upon on-project storage to reduce returns and meet demands, and that the water quality of return flows in the Upper Snake is better, with some level of improvement still needed.  Gary said that because of urban sprawl, there has been a reduction in irrigated acres.  Chuck Brockway pointed out that diversions have decreased because of drought and better management by the canal companies.  Chuck Brendecke said that the canal company managers should be asked whether their diversions have declined, and the committee agreed that IDWR should pose this question to canal company managers.

Willem asked another question of the committee:  Where does the water go, does it go past Milner?  The ESHMC began discussing flows past Milner at the King Hill gage.  Steve Burrell (IDWR) joined the meeting, and at the request of the committee, prepared Powerpoint slides showing the flows at Milner and King Hill.  


The IDWR showed graphs of the trends in diversions for approximately 20 canal companies.  The data were extracted from the Watermaster reports.  Bryce pointed out that the trends were different from the graphs that he had prepared using data from the IDWR River Planning Model.  IDWR promised to review and compare the data, and discuss the difference in an upcoming ESHMC meeting.
Item 3 – 
Allan Wylie presented an overview of the IDWR efforts to update the POD (point of diversion) file.  He explained that the IDWR water right database is a “living document” and it should be updated once per year because the number of irrigation wells change, and the number of rights increase because parcels are split.   Allan indicated that he has made model runs to determine the difference between the new POD file vs. the 2007 file.  His results showed there is a 

2.53% difference in irrigated acres, 1.81% difference in total depletions, and 2.25% difference in reach gains – Near Blackfoot to Neeley.  The new POD file will be place on the ftp site.

There was a discussion of enlargements.  Allan indicated that if an increase in irrigated acres over a water right occurred before 1987, the effective priority date of the enlargement is 1994.

Item 4 - 
Bryce presented information regarding his investigation into mixed source lands.  The results of his work with about 300 farms is discussed in a companion document to these meeting notes (Summary of ESHMC discussions) and also is posted in the January 8th meeting folder.  Other topics presented by IWRRI that are also in the summary include:

1. Considerations for modeling one-month stress periods.

2. Canal seepage.

3. Recharge on non-irrigated lands.  Note:  during the discussion, Allan Wylie promised to conduct calibration runs, adjusting non-irrigated recharge parameters for recharge on basalt, and recharge on thin soils.
Item 5 – 
Brian Patton provided an overview of the progress being made by the Water Resource Board CAMP Committee.  He indicated that the Quantitative Goals Subcommittee has recommended that a 600,000 – 900,000 AF change to the ESPA water budget be pursued.  The CAMP Committee made a decision to recommend to the IWRB to provide funding $100,000 to support engineering studies required for a 50,000 AF enlargement to Mindoka Dam.  The IWRB will make a funding request to the Idaho Legislature.  The Board is also requesting additional funds for water right buy outs and recharge projects.  Brian added that the Board received funding to study the A&B conversion last year.  The ESHMC requested copies of the modeling effort completed to support the CAMP process.  This information will be posted on the Board web page.
Item 6 - 
The committee began a discussion on river stage and was focused on American Falls Reservoir.  Willem recommended that the committee experiment with American Falls and the way the river is represented in the Near Blackfoot to Neeley reach and that a data set be put together that includes river gages and reservoir stage.  Greg Sullivan recommended removal of the filtering that is applied to reach gain targets.  Allan said that one of the PEST tools does filtering, and that the Final Report has before and after files.  Greg agreed to look at the Final Report.  Allan Wylie will conduct calibration runs with monthly time steps, allowing river stage and reservoir stage to adjust.
Item 7 – Greg Sullivan questioned when the committee would look at or perform an error analysis/uncertainty analysis.  Allan said that this effort will come up and that we should brainstorm possible paths to take.  Willem agreed that there were several different ways to evaluate uncertainty, and that all required keeping the model calibrated.
Item 8 - 
The next meeting date was set for March 6, 2008.

DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1)  IDWR should pose this question regarding whether diversions have decreased to canal company managers.

2)  IDWR promised to review and compare diversion data, and discuss the difference between the slides presented and the planning model diversions in an upcoming ESHMC meeting.
3)  This spreadsheet tools used in the CAMP process have been posted on the Board web page.

4)  Allan Wylie promised to conduct calibration runs, adjusting non-irrigated recharge parameters for recharge on basalt and recharge on thin soils.
5)  Allan Wylie will conduct calibration runs with monthly time steps, allowing river stage and reservoir stage to adjust.


