PNWHF Steering Committee Meeting

November 15th, 2007, 9:30am – 3:45pm
Room 3E and G, 3rd Floor Robert Duncan Plaza (333 SW 1st Avenue, Portland) 

Attendees:  Dan Wickwire (BLM), Bill Kaiser (USFS R6), Sherry Schneider (USGS Oregon Liaison), Jennifer Mackey (Northrop Grumman), Van Hare (StreamNet), Bob Harmon (OR Water Resources), Rick Jordan (USFS R6), Deborah Naslund (WA DNR), Dan Saul (WA DOE), Jay Stevens (Northrop Grumman), Ian Reid (NRCS Oregon). 
· Action items from last meeting (June 28, 2007):  Dan Wickwire walked through these actions items from the prior meeting.  
1. WADNR SZLINE coastline potential use in NHD densification project.  Dave Brower and Rick Jordan to review.  A decision was made to not include this dataset as part of the densification effort but rather as a future edit.  It is however incorporated into the WBD. 
2. HEM release 2 requirements—Requirements have been identified through a series of meetings with PNWHF, EPA, and others.  Now working on funding aspects.  EPA has tentatively agreed to fund work through contract staff here in Portland.  

· Other issues:  Long term O&M support?

· EPA/USGS/BLM roles?

· To be discussed at December NHD Management meeting in Denver.

3. LIDAR discussion follow-up tasks—Bill Kaiser to give update later in agenda.

4. Make post certification WDB datasets available on PNWHF website—Datasets are now being posted as we complete the review process with USGS.   
5. Stream Order—Begin a discussion on the need for Stream Order attribution. This has not occurred yet. 
6. PNWHF Grant/Funding strategy—Assemble information on grant possibilities.   Dan worked with Joy Paulus and Sheri Schneider to pull information together.  No formal strategy has been developed.

7. Initiate effort on NHD transaction process/repository—Still a high priority but finishing a few other things first.  This will be a major topic at the next steering committee meeting.

8. Flow canals—Evaluate how to preserve flow attributes on 2D streams, swamp/marsh.  NHD data model does not support periodicity on artificial paths within waterbodies.

10am – Densification status – Rick Jordan 
· Rick provided a status report for the NHD migration (densification) project.  He provided an overview of the approach to prioritizing work:  Simpler subbasins were worked first awaiting improved tools from USGS that will help with the more difficult ones.  
· One area adding complexity was the need to preserve reach codes (RCs) in edits associated with artificial paths.  This may not be a firm requirement and, if so, this will reduce the level of complexity. 
· Much work done since last meeting on coming up with a production schedule.  See handout for production schedule. It shows completion of the project by the end of FY 2008. Several subbasins along the CA/OR border may be paid for by USFS NRIS using the Titan L3 group.  These subbasins are problematic since USGS processed the initial NHD Create without using PNWHF Clearinghouse source data.  
· Questions about whether Forest Service has the funding for the project.  
· Jay Stevens and Rick Jordan will be attending NHD Geo Conflation Tool training in Rolla Missouri the week of November 26th, 2007.   It is hoped that this tool will greatly assist the processing of these more complex subbasins.  

10:15am – Status of WBD Cert. Proj. – Dan Wickwire

· Dan Wickwire provided a handout and brief overview of the two-year effort to prepare the PNWHF hydrologic unit boundaries for national certification with NRCS.  
· OR will be ready for submission to NRCS in mid to late January.  WA should be completed one to two months later.
· We have been addressing WBD stewardship issues associated with this certification effort with adjacent states.   We have just agreed upon changes along border with Idaho and a review is underway on CA boundary data.  
· This project has been highly successful, is essentially on schedule, and will yield a much improved dataset.
· Ongoing stewardship of the WBD has now become an issue. How will changed that are identified with the WBD boundaries be handled? NRCS has been hesitant to discuss the stewardship strategy.   
· Dan indicated that he and a small group of WBD folks from other states are working on a draft issue paper (provided as a handout at this meeting).  This paper will state the case for an active stewardship program for the WBD that is similar to the approach that has evolved for the NHD.  Dan solicited comments from this Steering Committee.  
10:25am – PNWHF Partnership Agreement – Dan Wickwire

· Dan Wickwire led a discussion on the existing PNWHF Partnership Agreement.  The Agreement is due to expire September, 2008.   The purpose of this brief discussion is to highlight some needed changes and to plan how to complete an update to the document. 
· Below are some requested changes: 
· Dan Saul indicated that it is very likely that the signatory for the State of Washington will change.   The WA members need to work this out. 
· Dan Wickwire requested that many of the reference to “Clearinghouse” be removed from the document and replaced with PNWHF Partnership.   Remaining use of “Clearinghouse” would be confined to the technical aspects of the repository, transaction environment, etc.  
· Dan Saul indicated that the WA members need to do research to see if codes referred to are still in place (RCWs, pp. 2 & 3).
· Dan Wickwire suggested that the distinction between State and Federal is unnecessary, since we are all equal partners?  How best to phrase it?  Pick out things that are common among us.  
· Bill Kaiser suggested that we create a very general umbrella agreement with specific appendices.  Appendices could include roles/responsibilities, transaction strategy, etc.  As change occurs it would be easier to amend appendices than the overall agreement. 
· Dan Wickwire suggested that the Agreement should address ties with national NHD and WBD, as well as state framework groups.
· Dan Saul noted that there is a need to update the contacts page. 
· Deb Naslund suggested that there needs to be references to NHD based users guide and data dictionary.
· Sheri Schneider raised the question as to whether USGS should sign this Agreement.  Discussion followed that this is essentially a data maintenance agreement between PNWHF Partners.  USGS and the PNWHF have entered into a separate NHD Stewardship Agreement and a similar Agreement may follow for the WBD.   Therefore USGS likely would not sign this Agreement.
· The suggestion was offered that this may be a time to add additional Partners.  More discussion will be needed on how to perform outreach related to this.  
· Dan Wickwire indicated that we have a choice whether to modify the existing Agreement or create a new one.  Based on group discussion it seems that a new Agreement would be preferable.
· There was discussion concerning whether the Agreement should more fully address the NHD and WBD user communities in OR/WA (beyond maintenance)?  This will be further explored.  
· MOU seem to imply that signers are adopting the NHD as their official dataset.  Is this the intended meaning of the MOU?  This needs to be further explored. 
· Ian Reid raised the following question:  If you detect problems with private land data, whom is responsible for this?  The Agreement needs to provide a vehicle to address these types of edits within stewardship process.
· Who would like to be a part of crafting a new agreement?  Ian Reid, Deb Naslund, Dan Wickwire, and Bob Harmon will work as a group to develop a draft for the larger Steering Committee.

· Action Item:  Dan Wickwire and Deb Naslund will organize this effort.  The goal will be to have a draft of the Agreement out for review prior to the next PNWHF Steering Committee meeting (February timeframe).  

Break 11 – 11:10am
Inserted agenda Item:  Sheri Schneider provided an update on the NHD Stewardship Agreement between USGS and the PNWHF.   The Agreement has been finalized and signed by all parties!!!!   This is an important Agreement as it sets the anticipated level of service for both parties.   
Action Item:   Dan Wickwire will have this Agreement posted on the PNWHF web site.  

Inserted agenda Item:   Dan Wickwire and Bill Kaiser briefly discussed the joint letter that BLM Oregon/Washington and USFS Region 6 sent to the USGS Director.  The purpose of the letter was to clearly state that the two agencies in Oregon and Washington have concerns regarding long term USGS support to the NHD.   The USGS Director responded with a letter to the BLM State Director and USFS Regional Forester indicating that USGS will fully support the USGS role of stewardship for the dataset as detailed in the emerging Stewardship Agreements.   

Action Item:  Dan and Bill will follow-up in 4-6 months to report back to USGS concerning progress in this area.  

11:10-11:50 – LIDAR Update – Bill Kaiser  
· Bill Kaiser provided an overview of LIDAR data: What exactly is LIDAR? And what are the implications for the PNWHF?
· LIDAR is a result of a confluence of technologies; airborne GPS, inertial measurement systems, advances in computer technology, and the availability of affordable lasers.
· Discussed canopy penetration - - LiDAR can penetrate canopies because it uses multiple returns.
· But very dense canopy will still yield problematic results  
· Surface models for wooded areas are more reliable.
· Many LIDAR acquisition projects are underway in the PNW, some initiated by BLM and DOGAMI.
· Existing Oregon LIDAR data primarily in populated areas—Western Oregon, Willamette Valley, etc.  These are financed by the state of Oregon to landside analyses.
· It is possible that there may be LiDAR coverage for the entire region in the next 5 years?  This may depend on the number partnerships built and the amount of national money available for this initiative.
· BLM managers are currently questioning scope of LIDAR support.  Concerns about costs, storage, affect on network, etc.

· What does this massive infusion of high resolution elevation data mean for PNWHF?  

· Technical challenges:  
· Stream generation guidelines.

· How to incorporate data into NHD?

· How will the national NHD management team deal with LIDAR?

· Need generalization tools.

· Institutional challenges:

· More jurisdiction (outside partnership); may want to update with LIDAR data.

· How will partnership interact with cities/counties/etc.?

· Establish protocols?

· Federal interaction with new players?

· Can we get Clallum County data into DNR hydro?  

· Roll into Clearinghouse update.

· Get hydrologists involved; evaluate what county has done and go from there.

· For example, drainage patterns can be interpreted in different ways. Who’s to say when something is a stream?  

· Issues with culverts vs. ditches vs. streams, plus integration with other formats.

· Who will QC?

· County has a pilot team – one for OR as well?  BLM staff would be interested.  Jim Edmonds from Forest Service?

Action Item:  Bill Kaiser will make his presentation available to the Steering Committee. 
Action Item:  USFS and BLM request that their lead hydrologists become involved in helping to develop the stream generation guidelines for the PNWHF.
Lunch break

1pm – NHD Generalization Strategy – Jay Stevens
· Jay Stevens provided an overview of the strategy that USGS is working out related to generalization of an NHD that exhibits disparate network densities.  A draft charter for the USGS generalization team was provided as a handout at the meeting. This contains the basic strategy that will be employed. 
· Generalization is a way to mediate problems associated with multiple resolutions. 
· Technically, different “scales” of data can be provided as “publication” versions of the NHD.   For example, 1:24,000 or 1:100,000 scale datasets can be provided from one source dataset.  This would alleviate the need to maintain multiple datasets at differing scales.  
· Jay requested that the group review the charter and provide comments and suggestions.

· The #1 complaint with the NHD is the discrepancy in stream densities across the landscape.  It is hoped that these tools, when developed, will solve this problem. 
· The development timeline is located on pp. 2 & 3 in charter.

1:15pm – Transferring Clearinghouse Metadata to the NHD -- Jay Stevens

· Since last meeting Jay has made progress in laying out a process workflow for migration of the Clearinghouse Metadata to the NHD.  
· Jay described the general process.
Action Item:   Jay to incorporate this metadata migration process into the overall BLM production process. 
1:25pm – LLID Migration – Bill Kaiser
· Migration of the Clearinghouse LLID information from the existing Clearinghouse dataset to the NHD dataset has been a longstanding issue before this group.   Bill Kaiser provided an overview of the issue and led a discussion regarding the PNWHF strategy.   The issue of event migration was also addressed.  
· Jay has provided a process for migrating the LLID to the NHD data structure.  Testing has indicated a high success rate. 

· Bill related that the BLM and its contractor staff are committed to performing the initial migration of LLID.    
· At this time we have no plans to duplicate a routing system.  We don’t have the money to maintain two systems.

· Jay has written a guide on how to use tables to create a separate routing system.

· If a partner is considering migrating LLID events to NHD events, an approach using geometry is probably best.

· Dan Saul has had best success rate at 2 meters.

· Van Hare indicated that StreamNet will likely build an LLID route system because it fits their current business needs.

· Bill indicated that the NHD Project Management team at USGS is addressing the need for a whole stream identifier.  When implemented this will provide a longer term solution. 
· How to make edits to the LLID after it’s been “officially” migrated?  As for developing the tools to maintain the LLID, Partners with this requirement would need to take on this development work.  
· The question regarding cleanup of known LLID errors came up.  If these errors can be effectively handled within the LLID migration process they will be incorporated at that time.  This will need to be further evaluated. These needed “fixes” would need to be provided for this purpose.

· There was discussion regarding the timing of this migration work.  It requires that permanent ComID’s have been assigned.  It is anticipated that we will add the LLID migration to the overall NHD production effort although it will require a subsequent NHD transaction.     
Short break
2:30pm – WA State Migration – Dan Saul  
· Dan Saul provided an overview of efforts within Washington State to adopt and migrate to the NHD.  The Departments of Ecology, Natural Resources, and Fish & Wildlife each have regulatory functions concerning surface water. Presently each agency manages their own proprietary database.

· The three agencies are presently cooperating on a pilot project to explore the feasibility of using and maintaining a shared hydrography database.

· A steering committee has been put in place and a work plan approved.

· After some initial reluctance, it has been decided to use the NHD geodatabase model for storing the shared hydrography database and the NHD Geo Edit Tool for maintaining the geometry and attributes and the HEM for maintaining event data.

· Two test watersheds (6th level HUCs) have been selected for conducting the pilot project, Deep Creek in the Crescent/Hoko subbasin and Derby Canyon in the Wenatchee subbasin.

· The USGS has agreed to conduct a NHD Geo Edit Tool training class in Olympia during the first week of December.

· The pilot is scheduled to finish in April 2008 in time to make budget requests and recommendations for the following state budget period.
3:05pm – OR NHD Migration – Bob Harmon 
· Bob Harmon provided a brief overview of the current status of use of the PNWHF dataset and also some thoughts regarding migration to the NHD. Many of the Oregon state agencies have adopted LLID-based 24k data.

· Bob distributed a general survey to the state agencies and received 7 responses.

· 6 use a 24k LLID dataset.

· DEQ still uses the 1:100,000 scale StreamNet data.

· 2 agencies are maintaining event-based data:  DEQ and DFW.

· Oregon Water Resources has their own set of maps from the ‘70s and ‘80s—probably an issue unique to his agency.

· The general consensus is that there will be a slow migration to the NHD and that this work will not begin until the framework effort is completed for the state.

· The Oregon partners are very interested in seeing how WA pilot project goes.

3:15pm – StreamNet NHD Migration – Van Hare

· Van Hare provided an overview of the StreamNet Hydrography Georeferencing Strategy:

Short Term (FY08):
· StreamNet will begin using its own Mixed-Scale Hydrography Dataset (MSHD) and will archive the 100k PNW Reach Files.  All existing event data will be migrated to the MSHD which will be incrementally improved as partner agencies begin using higher resolution hydrography for their internal systems.  This approach enables StreamNet to map all fish data currently being compiled by each of the partner agencies while working towards the goal of referencing data to a regionally standard high resolution hydrography layer based on linework from the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD). 


Version 1.0 of the MSHD has the following characteristics:

· Whole stream routes (measured Feature Class) based on LLID with measures in feet (SN Lambert Conformal Conic, NAD83)

· Hydrography linework and route attributes sourced from the SN Partner agencies (Mixed-scale from WDFW in WA, 100k elsewhere for the time being)

· Streams included in this layer are either 1.) Present in the 100k PNW Reach Files, 2.) Named streams in the 1:24k source layer, or 3.) Unnamed in the 24k source layer but necessary to reference fish data.  This thinning of the high-resolution source data is helpful from a performance and data management standpoint, allowing StreamNet to focus on the universe of streams for which we are likely to have fish data across the region

Long Term (FY09 forward):

· Phased changes to StreamNet’s MSHD (submitted by partner agencies) should bring it in alignment with the NHD.  That is, as the StreamNet partner agencies begin using high-resolution NHD as their internal hydrography layer, the regional dataset will be based on a subset of that linework with the main difference being the maintenance of a whole stream identifier based on LLID.  At this point, it appears that StreamNet is the only entity that has stepped forward with a compelling need to maintain the LLID-based system across the region.  Unless this changes, the StreamNet partner agencies will likely need to continue maintaining the system as an add-on to the NHD for their area of interest.  This business need will be reevaluated in the future as the NHD and related tools mature.   Given the need to maintain LLIDs for a period of time, and the fact that high-resolution NHD is itself going to be a ‘multi-scale’ dataset, it is practical for StreamNet to continue limiting its universe to the subset of streams necessary to map fish data.   


Benefits of this approach include:

· StreamNet will be able to continue summarizing and reporting tabular data based on whole streams. 

· StreamNet will also be able to publish its data as NHD event tables for users who wish to integrate it with other data or take advantage of applications built for the NHD.

· StreamNet can limit its role in hydrography development to the maintenance of a table for matching NHD features (ComID) to unique whole streams (LLIDs).

3:30pm – CAP discussion – Sherry Schneider

· Sheri Schneider presented an overview of a grant opportunity.   This CAP Grant would be written to address international data integration, NHD integration across the Washington/Canadian border.  
· The grant application is due 12/18/07.  
· Can go to a state (not Federal) agency.  
· Up to $75K, with recipient matching.   
· Has a 1-year performance period, approx. June 2008 through June 2009. 
· Could be used by WA to improve dataset along the border.
Action Item:  Dan Saul to discuss with Washington folks to determine interest level.  Based on this he will work with Sheri and Alyson Jason, the Washington USGS Liaison. 
3:40pm – Grant proposal – Bob Harmon

· Bob Harmon briefly discussed the possibility of acquiring additional Oregon Framework funding to support PNWHF activities.   

· It seems appropriate to pursue a total of $50,000.

· The proposal needs to be submitted by the end of November.

· The group discussed possible uses for the funding:

· Integration with CA NHD data.
· Development of a NHD/WBD steward information system.
· Development of the NHD transaction environment.
· Don’t have to pick just one; could submit proposals for all three.

Action Item:  Bob Harmon and Dan Wickwire will write a proposal for applying for these Oregon Framework funds.  

Next Meeting:  TBD.

Priority Topics for next meeting:   PNWHF NHD transaction process development, LIDAR, GNIS.
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