



TRANSCRIPT OF WATER RESOURCES WORKGROUP CONFERENCE CALL #2 Nov. 12, 2009 
KEY:

Blue: speaker and comments.

Red: task that someone has “volunteered” to do.

Orange: major points that seemed to have consensus.

Yellow highlight: tasks assigned to everyone.
Green: informational
[…] additional info added by me based on my interpretation
Attending (8 of 13 workgroup members were in attendance):

At Oregon Water Sci. Ctr:  Bill McFarland, Marshall Gannett, Linda Prendergast, Dan Snyder

By phone: Susan Corum, Clayton Creager, Mike Deas, Jonathan LaMarche
Klamath Basin Science Conference –
February 1-5, 2010  - Medford, Oregon
 CONFERENCE CALL INSTRUCTIONS: Thursday, November 12 at 2:00 p.m.
Conference Dial-in Number: 605-475-4800  access code "490052#”
DRAFT Agenda for Tuesday, February 2 - 8 am – 12pm: Water Resources Session 

· The Water Resources Workgroup is responsible for developing, coordinating, and managing the Water Resources plenary session (Day 2 am) of the Klamath Basin Science Conference February 1-5, 2010 to be held in Medford, Oregon. 
· Workgroup members – Jason Cameron (Klamath Basin Area Office, Reclamation), Susan Corum (Karuk Tribe), Clayton Craeger (North Coast Region, California Regional Water Quality Board), Deb Curry (USGS CA WSC), Mike Deas (Watercourse Engineering), Marshall Gannett (USGS OR WSC), Jake Kaan (Aquatic Ecosystem Sciences), Steve Kirk (ODEQ), Jonathan LaMarche (OWRD), Bill McFarland (USGS OR WSC), Linda Prendergast (PacifiCorp), Dan Snyder (USGS OR WSC), Tammy Wood (USGS OR WSC). Complete listing of participants with titles can be found at: http://or.water.usgs.gov/Klamath2010/Contacts.xls 

Dan: When speaking, please announce your name (I’m not good at recognizing voices)
Bill: Entire Oversight Committee meeting Friday in Portland.  USGS members meeting now in adjacent conference room (including Deb Curry).  Secretary of the Interior, Ken Salazar, has been invited as the Keynote Speaker.

Marshall: In recent discussions with Jonathan… they are concerned about format of Breakout Session.  Suggests that goal should be to develop questions in the breakout session.  Need more time for Plenary Session.
Susan: Agrees that more time needed for Plenary Session.
Jonathan: Echoes Marshall’s concern.  Goal is cross-pollination between disciplines/scientists.

Mike: What should Breakout look like?

Marshall: Start with a list of questions.  Example-What aspect of Physical Hydrology (or specifically say groundwater) would be most important to biologist?
What are the needs of one discipline from the other disciplines?

Mike: Need to have certain expertise available in each Breakout Session.  Identify people that should be in each Breakout Session that can help pose or answer questions.
Marshall: Good idea that Breakout Groups have full set of disciplines represented.
Dan: Instead of “random assigned” need “stratified randomly assigned.” Each person is assigned a discipline and then randomly assign the Breakout Group within each discipline.  Ensures that each Breakout Group has representatives from each discipline.
Linda: That is the intent.  Conceptual models… (sorry, missed this.  –Dan)

Clayton: Need framework to ask questions or pose questions about relationships between different aspects of water quality, physical hydrology, etc.

Mike: Need to ensure access to expertise for a Breakout Group.
Bill: Experts as needed for a Breakout Group can wander around to each group as needed.
Marshall: The order of the questions for each Breakout Group should be staggered.  All Breakout Groups have the same questions, but review them in a different order such that not all Groups are looking for the same expertise at the same time.
Bill: There will be 6 Breakout Groups (limitation imposed by the hotel facilities).

Susan: So do we go with Marshall/Jonathan’s suggestions?

Jonathan: Breakout Session could be used to develop questions for experts to respond to.

Linda: For now, we may have to be consistent with other sessions.

Bill: We can suggest changes.  He will learn more tomorrow and will raise our suggestions during the Entire Oversight Meeting tomorrow.

General schedule with even split of time between talks and breakouts:

8:00 am – 10:00 am 
– Introduction/Plenary talks – No questions due to tight schedule?
10:00 am – 10:15 am 
– Break

10:15 am – 12:00 pm
– Breakout sessions 
Plenary/synthesis topics: 
Susan: Priority should be the Plenary Session.  There are some missing things and would like to add to it.  Need to confirm with Speakers if the time allotted to them is consistent with their needs.  Thinks Water Quality needs more coverage on algae issues.  People she has spoken with think this is an important issue.  Need at least a summary.

Bill: Who?

Susan: Jake Kann… has looked at data from BOR, Klamath Tribes, other tribes, and PacifiCorp.

Bill: In addition to the talk already planned for Water Quality by Tammy.

Susan: Yes.

Linda.  But isn’t there a separate session devoted to algae?

Marshall: Concerned about overlap with other Plenary Sessions.

Susan: OK, if they have added it in.  Need to coordinate with the other Workgroups.

Bill: He will check with Scott Vanderkooi [Freshwater and Marine Habitats and Communities Workgroup] about this.
Susan: Need to be sure that these things are tasked to specific people.

· Convener/moderator – Doug Woodcock (OWRD) or Clayton Craeger 
Linda: Have Bill as moderator?

Bill: We don’t want to have the USGS appear to be dominating the conference.

Susan: Steve Kirk?

Consensus: Doug Woodcock
Bill: He will ask Doug if he will moderate the session.
· Introduction 8:00-8:10 (10 min) 
1. Welcome by Larry Dunsmoor (Klamath Tribes) or Dennis Lynch (USGS NWA)? Other ideas?
Bill: Dennis Lynch will be presenting the day before.

Susan: Is Larry Dunsmoor speaking?  She will ask Larry.
Jonathan/Bill: Larry is a good choice.  Broad involvement
Susan: Will he be at the Friday meeting (Entire Oversight Committee)?

2. How has our understanding of Klamath Basin water resources (quality and physical hydrology) evolved during the past 5 years and what are potential impacts of dam removal on the basin?   
Linda: Just keep this to how understanding has evolved during last 5 years.

Susan: Dam Removal should be addressed somewhere else in the meeting.

Linda: Need clarification from Entire Oversight Committee.  Make sure consistent with the Secretarial Determination process.

3. Acknowledge the complex nature of participants and goals.

Susan: Has been getting questions about what is being addressed by the NEPA folks [National Environmental Policy Act which is the authority for EIS… Environmental Impact Statements] or the Secretarial Determination group.

Bill: We don’t have that knowledge… we are focusing on the science now

Linda: We should not get crosswise with other processes (NEPA, Secretarial Determination).  Purpose of this conference is not to provide science to the Secretarial Determination.

Bill: Dennis Lynch could share some of this at the Science Conference in his talk.  He will check with Dennis on this.
· Physical Hydrology 8:10-9:10 (60 min)
Bill: Can Marshall do this?
Marshall: Gave a similar talk recently.  Yes.  Time is a little tight.  Suggests changing Breakout Session times.  Speakers should be able to ask for more time.  Perhaps as much as 30 minutes each.  Marshall will check with others for assistance in developing his talk.

1. Upper Basin –  8:10-8:35 (one talk, 25 minutes PERHAPS CHANGE TO 30)
a. How has our understanding of physical hydrology improved in the past 5 years and where do we go from here? 
i. Why is groundwater so important in the entire Klamath Basin? How does this factor into the potential impacts of climate change?
ii. Can groundwater provide water at critical times to buffer the impact of growing demands on surface water? If so, is this practice sustainable?
iii. What do we know about spatial variability of streamflow, temporal variations, consumptive use, and evapotranspiration? 
iv. Potential speaker - Marshall Gannett (with help from Jonathan LaMarche, Tim Mayer (USFWS), John Risley (USGS OR WSC))
2. Lower Basin –  8:35-9:10 (2 talks, 1st 20 minutes PERHAPS CHANGE TO 25, 2nd 15 minutes)
a. What do we know about the streamflow regime in the Lower Klamath River and tributaries? And how will the flow regime be changed if dams are removed?
Bill: Is this OK?

Susan: Mike Belchik has emailed her outline of a potential talk.

Bill: Strike second question.

Susan: will check with Mike if 20 or 25 minutes is sufficient.

Speaker – Mike Belchik (Yurok Tribe)

i. Speaker – Mike Belchik (Yurok Tribe)

b. What role does groundwater play in the Lower Klamath River Basin? 
Susan: Crystal Bowman (sp?) or student Ryan Hines could do.

Mike: He will check with how can talk and if 15 minutes is adequate.
Linda” This [case study for the Scott River Basin] is pretty specific and somewhat inconsistent with the general nature of the rest of the Plenary Session.

Marshall: It is a big part of the lower basin.  Do we know the status of the study [conceptual, data collection, analysis, interpretation]?

Mike: Ryan is in the middle of his Master’s Thesis… has data and done some modeling.

Marshall: Any in Shasta?

Clayton: He will check on status with Ryan and Andy Baker (Shasta Program Coordinator).
Susan: Perhaps combine lower groundwater info into surface water talk by Mike.

Bill: Everyone OK?

Marshall: If Mike comfortable doing this is OK either way.

Bill: Would want to arrange for Dr. Harter or Ryan to present in Concurrent Technical Session.

Mike: Are researchers comfortable with someone else presenting their data.  He will check on this.
Linda: Curious why have Mike Belchik talk since he is not a hydrologist.

Susan: Everyone recommended him.

Mike: KBRA guys (committee) could give the talk.

Marshall: Mike could do a great job.

Jonathan: Yes, Mike talks about streamflow though not necessarily hydrology.

Susan: She has an outline from Mike and perhaps Marshall could send him his outline [as guidance and to keep talks parallel].

Jonathan: Background is needed on geology.

Susan: She will mention it to him.
Linda: Matt Condoff (sp?) is another option but she is OK with Mike.

Bill: Susan will talk with Mike Belchik and about time needed to present.
        Mike Deas will talk to Dr. Harter and student:

1) Willing to present

2) Willing to have Mike Belchik present synopsis

Susan: Then make Mike’s talk 30 minutes.

Bill: Wants Dr. Harter or student to present at Concurrent Technical Session.

Dan: Make sure they get invited during Conference Call #3 which will discuss the Concurrent Technical Session.

i. Scott River Basin case study (http://groundwater.ucdavis.edu/Publications/GW_Study_Plan_2008-02-11-H.pdf) 
ii. Speaker – Dr. Thomas Harter or graduate student Ryan Hines (both UC Davis)
· Water Quality 9:10-10:00 (50 min)
1. Upper Basin – 9:10-9:35 (one talk, 25 minutes)
a. How has our understanding of Upper Klamath Lake water quality evolved and how does the lake act as boundary condition for the Klamath River? Including water temperature, nutrients, and algae.
b. Why is Upper Klamath Lake water quality important to survival of fish in the basin?

c. Speaker – Tammy Wood or Jake Kann
Bill: Tammy Wood to be invited to talk on water quality for Upper Klamath Lake.

        Jake Kann to be invited to talk on water quality for the entire Upper Klamath Basin. 

2.  Lower Basin – 9:35-10:00 (one talk, 25 minutes)
a. What are the controlling factors in Lower Klamath River water quality and what were the pre-development water quality conditions? What changes in water quality might be expected through time as a result of anthropogenic or natural impacts on the Klamath River and its tributaries?
b. Speakers – Clayton Craeger and Steve Kirk (with help from Mike Deas and Annett Sullivan (USGS OR WSC))
Bill: Did I capture these questions correctly?

Clayton: Yes.  He is looking forward to working with Mike Deas and Annette Campbell
               (USGS).

Bill: 25 minutes OK?

Clayton: That’s possible.

Bill: Try to make all Plenary Session talks 30 minutes or so.

Clayton: Water Quality Conceptual Model has 35 different linkages but he won’t mention 
               all.  Is a doable task.

Bill: What are we missing from Plenary Session or have changes addressed concerns?

Marshall: Can we assume sediment is being discussed in the Watershed Workgroup (formerly Terrestrial, Riparian and Wetland Processes)?

Bill: He gave suggestions for several geomorphologists (Jim O’Connor-USGS and others) to Tracy Fuentes, the Coordinator that that workgroup.

Susan: Thinks we got it.

Breakout sessions:  10:15-12:00 (105 minutes) 
Linda: Perhaps we should talk to the Entire Oversight Committee before proceeding with the discussion of the Breakout Session topics/questions.

Bill: He will check with them at their Friday meeting and resolve some of the issues we have raised and to give us better focus.
Marshall: Go in with what they [participants?] identify or perceive are the questions.

Dan: The cited purpose of the Conference including the Breakout Session is to identify science needs and priorities for the next 3-5 years.

Bill: What info is needed from one discipline for use by other disciplines?

Marshall: Take another run at the questions.  What would we like the Breakout Session to accomplish?  What are the questions that we would ask them?

Bill: After obtaining additional guidance perhaps everyone should come back with recast questions.

Jonathan: Subdivide questions by discipline.  For example, what do biologists want to know from groundwater hydrologists, etc.

Susan: Perhaps add a break to the Plenary Session if extended.  This should be discussed with the Entire Oversight Committee.

Bill: Will check with the Entire Oversight Committee and will send out their guidance and then may ask for new feedback from our workgroup members.
Bill: Next conference call (#3) Tue. Dec. 1st through Fri. Dec. 4th.  Dan Snyder will send an email with a link to the Doodle schedule site.

Dan: http://www.doodle.com/qck63m66carycwd2

People will be divided into breakout groups randomly.  There will be three breakout topics (Physical Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Resources Implications of Dam Removal) for each group.  Each breakout group will have the same questions, but there will be separate questions for each topic.  A facilitator and rappatour will be assigned to each group.  The facilitator will make sure that time limits are observed and that the group does not get bogged down with one issue.  The rappatour will take notes of the discussions for each question and will report out in a plenary session later in the conference.
· Physical Hydrology (35 min)
· Water Quality (35 min)
· Water Resources Implications of Dam Removal (35 min)

Breakout questions:
Comment from Mike Deas “My initial feeling is that the breakout sessions will need clear directions - so the identification of questions and a strong moderator will be invaluable.”  
Physical Hydrology:

Is groundwater an important source in the Klamath River? Is it being adequately monitored? If not, what are the monitoring recommendations? (Linda)

To what extent can human uses of water be refined (i.e., conservation) to address the needs of aquatic ecosystem support?  (Clayton)
What are the temporal trends in summer stream flow (or discharge) at key locations in the basin (e.g., Sprague, Klamath at Keno, diversions into Klamath project; mouths of the Trinity, Scott, Shasta)?  Are these trends similar?  Do we know if these trends are primarily related to climate, anthropogenic, or other (e.g., land use) causes? (Jonathan)

How can conjunctive use of ground and surface water allow optimization of the resource while limiting the consequences of water resources management actions? (Bill)

If groundwater is used in the Upper Basin to provide water during times of drought, will this impact groundwater discharge to streams and springs? (Bill)

Water Quality:

What variable (flow or water temperature) would you prioritize as the "master variable" controlling the water quality processes in the Klamath River? Why? (Linda)

How do we restore ecosystem structure and function to ensure supporting water quality conditions?  Could this entail landscape engineering and wastewater treatment options to replace aspects of the ecosystem that have been irrevocably lost?  (Clayton)

How do we restore water quality conditions downstream of Upper Klamath
Lake, given the quality of water discharging from Upper Klamath Lake? (Steve)

What is the spatial trend in key water quality parameters (i.e., limiting parameters to species recovery) as you move from the major headwaters to the mouth, and do we understand the causes of these trends?  Are current restoration efforts addressing these causes? (Jonathan)

Scales: Studying the biggest ecological problems in the Klamath Basin, such as the migration of salmon, requires that ecological models be spatially and temporally explicit at relatively large scales (perhaps kilometers spatially and weeks to months temporally). Even so, ongoing technological advances in instrumentation and modeling illustrate the 
importance of interactions at ever smaller spatial and temporal scales. As an example, the interaction of plankton with water turbulence at scales of centimeters and minutes can ultimately determine which species dominate an ecosystem. As we "scale-up" to deal with the basin-scale issues surrounding the return of the salmon, should we retain a 
commitment to the study of ecosystems in the basin at the smallest scales as well? (Tammy)

Phosphorus in Upper Klamath Lake: Work on the sediments in Upper Klamath Lake has identified a large reservoir of phosphorus in the sediments, leading to the argument that nothing can be done to limit the severity of the algal blooms in Upper Klamath Lake, and therefore resources are better spent attacking other problems in the basin. Alternatively, the argument can be made that the bulk size of the reservoir is not the limiting factor, but rather the limiting factor is the form of the phosphorus in the reservoir, in combination with the mechanisms by which it is moved on a yearly basis from the sediments to the water column and back. Do we have enough information to determine which argument is correct, and if so, which is it? (Tammy)

Algal Toxins in Upper Klamath Lake: The study of algal toxins in Upper Klamath Lake has been oriented toward establishing presence/absence, toward answering the questions of when the toxins are present and in what concentrations. Given that one hypothesis regarding the poor survival of the young-of-the-year suckers is that they are being poisoned by algal toxins via the food chain, is it time to re-orient the study of these toxins toward fate and transport, i.e. studying the pathways between the various phases, and determining a mass balance which would, among other things, include persistence in the 
bottom sediments, even over the winter? (Tammy)


What are the potential impacts on fish health from blue green algae blooms?  Future research needs? (Susan)

Dam Removal:

Monitoring needs in light of dam removal, what should we be doing before the dam is removed and after the dam is removed, such as surface-water discharge measurements.  New stations must be selected that will be good sites after the dams are removed but are also good sites now so that there will be overlap with existing sites that will no longer be viable.  Need the overlap period to have continuity of record and develop relationships between discharges at both sites. (Dan)

Is the river capable of processing the huge organic loads (several hundred metric tons) from Upper Klamath Lake (UKL) without the dams? What is evidence and does the answer to this question put the estuary at greater or lower risk of water quality impairment? (Linda)

What impact will dam removal have on fish disease processes if existing water quality conditions continue to prevail? (Clayton) 

What will be the geomorphic response of the river to dam removal, both upstream and downstream?  How do we predict this response prior to the removal and what is the monitoring plan after removal? (I'm not sure if this should be in the "water resources session", but Implications of Dam Removal was under Water Resources in the draft agenda. (Jonathan) Should this question be in the Terrestrial, Wetlands, Riparian Session? 

I spoke with several people on this issue, and they are really curious to see how the NEPA for the secretarial decision is going to be incorporated into our meeting (The Klamath Science meeting is for information exchange only and not linked to the secretarial determination). For the NEPA, a lot of these hypotheticals that we might ask people to brainstorm on at the breakout sessions might already be addressed.  I hope that we incorporate the NEPA analysis in the meeting somehow to address these stakeholders’ concern.  If we are not able to address this issue in water resources, then I will make sure it is addressed during the larger meeting Friday.  However, we could possibly forego the breakout sessions during the water resources time slot and have presentations by the NEPA folks?? As far as I know, this is not an option. (Susan)

Other questions: 
What is the value or appropriateness of conceptual models or theoretical concepts in (a) characterizing system processes and interrelationships, (b) quantifying conditions/impacts, and (c) assisting/guiding management decisions? (Mike)

What is the role, importance, and application of science in large scale, basin scale restoration? (Mike)

I do not know exactly how to specify this question, but I have thought quite a bit about how we are all in our little boxes (our own basin, watershed, reach, agency requirements, etc.).  Where is the basin-scale plan for this basin scale restoration (dam removal) that is on the table?  Maybe that's the question?  This is a complex basin and we need to understand the various elements and their roles and inter-relationships so we can piece this together into a successful undertaking. (Mike)





