MEETING NOTES:  PNW HYDROGRAPHY FRAMEWORK 
Date: Wednesday, January 24th, 2007 

Time:  9:30am -- to 4:00pm 

Location: 333 SW 1st Avenue, Portland, Oregon

Conference Room:  Third Floor, 3E and 3G.

AGENDA
Introductions - Dan Wickwire/Bill Kaiser

Meeting Attendees:
	Dan Wickwire
	Bureau of Land Management
	dwickwir@blm.gov

	Rick Jordan
	Forest Service
	rjordan@fs.fed.us

	Jay Stevens
	Northrop Grumman
	gstevens@blm.gov

	Gail Ewart
	State of Oregon - DAS/GEO
	Gail.ewart@state.or.us

	Bob Harmon
	State of Oregon - Water Resources
	Robert.c.harmon@wrd.state.or.us

	Richard Lycan
	Portland State University
	lycand@epdx.edu

	Bob DenOuden
	Lane Council of Governments
	bdenouden@lcog.org

	Barb Seekins
	NOAA Fisheries
	barbaraseekins@noaa.gov

	Bruce Fisher
	USGS
	bjfisher@usgs.gov

	Malavika Bishop
	State of Oregon - Dept. of Environmental Quality
	Bishop.malavika@deq.state.or.us

	Joy Paulus
	IAC
	joyp@iac.wa.gov

	Van Hare
	StreamNet
	Van_hare@psmfc.org

	Deborah Naslund
	State of Washington - Dept. of Natural Resources
	Deborah.naslund@dnr.wa.gov

	Mac McKay
	State of Washington - Dept. of Natural Resources
	Mac.mckay@dnr.wa.gov

	Tim Smith
	Northrop Grumman
	T1smith@blm.gov

	Dan Saul
	State of Washington – Dept. of Ecology
	Dsau461@ecy.wa.gov

	Bill Kaiser
	Forest Service
	wkaiser@fs.fed.us

	Nancy Tubbs
	USGS
	ntubbs@usgs.gov

	Bruce Ahrendt
	Bureau of Land Management
	bahrendt@blm.gov

	Dana Baker
	Northrop Grumman
	Dana_baker@blm.gov

	Mike Braymen
	Forest Service
	mbraymen@fs.fed.us

	Roger Mills
	Northrop Grumman
	Roger_mills@blm.gov

	Sam Bardelson
	USGS (by phone)
	stbardelson@usgs.gov


PNWHF Partnership Issues - Dan Wickwire  
Dan provided an overview of the partnership and associated agreements.   From his discussion…
Objectives of PNWHF:  “To develop and maintain a single set of hydrography framework data. This dataset comprises streams, lakes, coastlines, hydrographic points, and hydrologic unit boundaries for the states of Oregon and Washington.”   This is from the PNWHF Interagency Agreement.
A common need for seamless high resolution dataset led to collaboration on…  
· Regional standards for Oregon and Washington.

· A repository for the data… PNWHF Clearinghouse.

· Data integration efforts for hydrography and hydrologic unit boundaries.

· A brief foray into operational/transactional mode.

· Prior approaches and standards superseded by national standards and data development efforts.

· Current: Data Migration and Data Certification efforts.

This need also led to the development roles and responsibilities…

· Agency Data Steward

· Local Data Steward

· Area Data Manager

· Hydrography Theme Management Board

· PNWHF Clearinghouse Administrator

· Technical Advisory Committee

PNWHF Partnership Agreement
· Umbrella Agreement for PNWHF Partnership signed June of 2003.

· Initial partners included BLM, USFS, Washington, Oregon.

· With demise of REO GIS function, BLM and USFS agreed to undertake administrative role.

· BLM accepted expanded role with in-house contractor.

· Other active Partners: NRCS and USGS.

Interagency Agreements (Funding) 

· Written to cover specific project work under umbrella PNWHF Agreement.

· Funds contractor support to PNWHF projects including:

· Data Migration

· Application Development

· Operations and Maintenance support including SA, DBA, ArcSDE Administration, etc. 

· Signatories:  BLM and another Partner agency.

HU Boundary Certification Agreement

· Agreement between PNWHF, NRCS and USGS

· Purpose: process PNWHF HU boundaries through review and certification process so that dataset can be added to the Watershed Boundary Dataset (WBD).

· Anticipated completion—end of FY07.

PNWHF/USGS Stewardship Agreement
· Draft Agreement between PNWHF Partnership and the USGS.

· Purpose: “To identify the activities that the PNWHF and the USGS will undertake to collaboratively maintain, update, and improve the NHD in a program of Stewardship for Oregon and Washington.”

· Context of other state agreements.

· Key Issues:

· Clear understanding of roles/responsibilities and required levels of service.

· Emphasis on Stewardship.

· Implementation of transaction workflow within context of PNWHF.

· Integration of NHD and WBD Stewardship.

· Context of other states across the country.

· Moving forward with Agreement.

Partnership Issues--Discussion

· Dan posed the question, “Is model working for Partnership?”
· As a Partnership, are there areas that we need to improve on?  Examples  

· Communication (ie website), notifications, etc. 

· Additional Partners?  
Suggestions for improving the agreement/framework:

· Continue to work to resolve some of the edgematching/integration issues with Idaho and California.

· Reach out to additional partners, especially at the municipal level to see if we can expand that partnership. Suggestions include: Tribes, EPA, NPS, BPA, Bureau of Reclamation, NWS, NOAA, FEMA, Oregon Association of Counties, Washington Association of Counties, Council of Governments – such as Metro, and fishery state agencies – such as ODFW and WA DFW.  If you have other suggestions, contact Dan.  Some of these organizations may desire to sign the PNWHF Partnership Agreement and become part of the PNWHF Steering Committee (see below).  Others may desire to ba part of the Project Stakeholders group (see below).
· Identify two separate groups of partners:   “Earlier in the discussion on Partnership, Dan provided a brief overview of the current roles and responsibilities governing stewardship activities within the PNWHF.   In the ensuing discussion the following question was posed.  Where does this group, meeting today, fit within the defined roles and responsibilities?   This was a very productive discussion where the need to formally identify two additional roles was highlighted, these being Project Steering Committee and Project Stakeholders.    

· The intent of the group meeting today is that of a Steering Committee whose purpose is to ensure that Hydrography Framework activities continue to meet the needs of the PNWHF Partners and Stakeholders.  This group provides oversight on project activities, scope and direction, key issues with major implications to the project, timelines, project budgets, etc.  It is comprised of the PNWHF Partner representatives and selected key stakeholders and it will be formally called a "Steering Committee".   

· The second group, needing more formal definition, is the PNWHF Project Stakeholders.  Discussion in today’s meeting added some clarity to this topic and led to a proposal to formally define this group. Discussion on this issue began some months ago and led to the creation of a more comprehensive email list of “interested” parties.  In Oregon and Washington there are a large number of organizations who will be affected by the results of this framework data development effort and the Steering Committee is committed to better identifying and involving these groups.  So, to this end we will formally define the Project Stakeholders group and report its composition on the Framework website.  
Action Items: 
· Dan to create a new roles document that includes that stakeholder group/steering committee.  This will be distributed for review and eventually be provided on the Framework website.
· A conference call is needed to decide how the state of Washington will sign the new stewardship agreement between the PNWHF and USGS.

· Dan proposed that a content review of the PNWHF website is needed. He would like to see the content brought up to date and would be willing to lead the effort. This update will focus on content and will not include a full re-design of the site. Interested parties should contact him if they would like to participate in this effort.

· If you see opportunities to improve the email list, please contact Dan.
HU Boundary Certification Status - Rick Jordan

Rick provided a presentation of the HU boundary certification that included: an overview of the process, the current status, and WBS/NHD integration.  
Editing the WBD

· NRCS is the Data Steward at the national level.
· PNWHF HU boundaries are submitted to USGS.
· USGS reviews and edits to meet Federal Protocols.
· Protocols on http://hydro.reo.gov/hu.html 

· Accuracy of boundaries.
· Agreement with NHD (snap to confluences).
· Meet size standards.
· HU names and numbers meet protocols.
· Initial USGS delivery posted on ArcIMS site.
Reviewing WBD Edits

· Hydrologists have 60 days to review & comment.
· Reviewers

· NRCS Oregon

· NRCS Washington

· BLM

· Forest Service 

· USGS conference call is scheduled to resolve issues.
· USGS makes final edits based on agreed upon decisions from conference call.
· USGS return dataset to PNW for 2nd review.
· Once finalized, the dataset is submitted to NRCS for certification.
The project is well underway and is scheduled for completion by the end of FY2007.

Slides from Rick’s Presentation:
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NHD Data Migration - Bill Kaiser/Rick Jordan/Jay Stevens

Bill provided an overview of the LLID to NHD migration, including a brief overview of some of the issues that has made this process challenging. This included: 
· Some of the data issues that have made the production process challenging: 1st order headwater streams, artificial paths, and swamp/marshes. 
· To perform edits the hydro editors are utilizing the NHDinGeo edit tool. These tools were designed to input handfuls of streams, add new features, and update related tables within the NHD data model. It was not designed to import thousands or tens of thousands of streams – which is what we need to do. 
· Jay provided a current status of migration production. (See map: “Status of Densification Effort”).  He also mentioned that USGS may be able to provide a new tool for the watersheds that will require a high level of editing that does not make it cost effective to use the NHDinGeo edit tool.
· The data challenges have diverted the original sub-basin priorities. As far as prioritization, we are in a holding pattern until March when new tools may be delivered. In the meantime, Dan has instructed the hydro editors to continue working with the existing tools on the “easier” watersheds. There is a still a goal to put together a production schedule as soon as possible. 
Issue Summary and Tracking

#1 - Swamp/Marsh Issue

When the PNWHF data went through the NHDCreate process, for the perennial swamp records, two NHD features were generated in the output data set – 1 Lake/Pond and 1 Swamp/Marsh. In addition to creating overlapping data, where streams ran through the perennial marsh, they were converted to artificial paths. In the NHDCreate process any linework that crossed a waterbody or swamp/marsh, those lines were converted to artificial path and the periodicity was lost. Periodicity has to be taken from the waterbody – if the periodicity did not match, then periodicity value for the original stream segment is lost. A change is pending in the NHD Model will add the ability to track intermittent/perennial marshes.   Data will need to be changed and there needs to be a change to the NHD XML Extract routine. Hopefully that will happen quickly.  Fixing the data will require manual editing and the editing method depends on timing of model implementation.
The request was raised to allow tracking periodicity for artificial paths by adding hydrographic category to artificial paths in the data model – but this was not received warmly by the NHD folks.  We need to have the PNWHF agree on how to treat the issue and then present the issue to the NHD. A conference call is needed to further discuss this issue. A suggestion was made to store the wetlands data in NWI/LWI. Dan has presented that idea to NHD and there was some interest. Bob mentioned that the data does not necessarily have to be stored within the framework. Consensus – further discussion is needed.

Action item: more discussion will occur internally on this issue, send paper out to our group, then present the paper to NHD.  Decisions need to be made soon.

#2 – Artificial Path Replacement

In many cases the stream path through a waterbody was changed to a different representation. This change to the feature will make it difficult to migrate our existing event data. The hope is that the two new tools from NHD – Georeplacement (tool for replacing existing data with densified data while maintaining reach codes) and a tool that creates new reaches from densified data – will speed up processing the problematic basins. 
#3 - Whole Stream Identifier – Update

Since reaches are not fine-grained enough to map to LLID, to accurately migrate LLID values we need to map to the ComID on the arcs. The business requirement for a permanent identifier on the Flowline table is fairly common for users of the NHD data. Two weeks ago, the issue was presented to the NHD management team (see issue paper from Jay). The primary database design person in Denver is writing up the issue and coming up with some solutions.

#4 - Metadata
There is a lot of feature-level metadata in the original PNW data model and it was not transferred to the NHD, even though there is a home for it. Bill had a contractor investigate using the NRIS Event Maker tool as a way to transfer the feature-level metadata. That did not work out. So Bill is allocating time for a developer to find a way to transfer this data. If can be done in a couple of weeks they will go for it, but if longer they will have to examine the cost/benefit. Bill is somewhat optimistic that they can transfer most of the metadata.

Slides from Rick’s Presentation:
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Hydrography Event Management (HEM) Application Demo - Dana Baker and Tim Smith
Dana Baker and Tim Smith provided a demonstration of the tools for meeting participants.  As of this meeting, the tools are in the testing phase and the developers welcome volunteers who would like to participate in acceptance testing.  We are soliciting volunteers to perform acceptance testing for this application.   The official test period will begin on February 5th and extend through February 20th.   Those interested in volunteering should contact Dana Baker, dana_baker@blm.gov, 503-808-6320.

PNWHF Budget - Dan Wickwire

Dan presented a report showing contributions and expenditures for the period FY04-FY07.   The group discussed the current budget strategy.  In general the Partners have provided funding on a yearly basis to support the various Framework project.   This has resulted in adequate funding all current Framework projects.  There was some concern expressed concerning downward budget trends and the possible inability to fund Framework projects.  The group discussed the need to aggressively pursue grant opportunities.   Joy Paulis volunteered to assist these efforts. 
Next Meeting:  Date – April 19, 2007; Location - TBD
