
Dungeness River Management Team Meeting
October 10, 2007
Notes prepared by: Melissa Coughlin
Team Members/Alternates in Attendance:

Steve Tharinger, Clallam County
Donella Pratt, Clallam County
Scott Chitwood, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe
Hansi Hals, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe
Al Moore, Riverside Property Owners 
Mike Jeldness, Water Users Association 
Walt Blendermann, Sports Fisheries
Cynthia Nelson, WA Dept. of Ecology
Virginia Clark, Dungeness/Quilcene Planning
William Bullock, City of Sequim 
Judy Larson, Protect Peninsula’s Future 
Pete Schroeder, Riverside Property Owners
Joe Holtrop, Clallam Conservation District
Robert Brown, Dungeness Beach Association
Tom Martin, Clallam County PUD #1
Others in Attendance:
Byron Rot, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe 
Robin Berry, Graysmarsh, LLC

Jim Karr, Local resident
Welden Clark, Dungeness River Audubon Ctr.
Margaret Duncan, Shared Strategy
Steve Rankin, Streamkeepers
John Cambalik, Puget Sound Partnership
Powell Jones, Dungeness River Audubon Ctr

Ann Soule, Clallam County
Melissa Coughlin, Ind. Contractor/Note-taker

2:05 P.M. Meeting began
I. Introductions /Review Agenda / Approval of 08/08/07 Meeting Notes 
· Introductions all around. 
· Agenda was reviewed; Cynthia Nelson added letter of support for SNOTEL site to agenda. 
· Judy Larson asked if it would be appropriate to get input from the River Center, Streamkeepers and DRMT for the rule-making sessions – showing the efforts of these groups to improve the health of the river. Steve Tharinger thought topic could be covered at the WRIA 18 rule-making update period on the agenda.

· September 12th DRMT draft meeting notes were reviewed with changes that had been received through e-mails. Cynthia Nelson moved to accept the minutes, Virginia Clark seconded and the motion was passed unanimously.
Public Comment:
· Robert Brown spoke of an issue that came up at a meeting he attended with the DBA last month. Removal of the salt water dikes: not clear how to get approval for Pioneer Beach land. What is the legal process? Byron Rot said that several studies on impact were currently under review, nothing being done right now. Not clear how the Dungeness Beach Association land owners approve efforts that modify common land. Steve Tharinger asked if there was a process in place for this. Do all 107 land owners have to approve, or would a majority vote constitute approval? Hansi Hals said that the Tribal Council may have to decide or design the project outside communal property. Steve Tharinger asked if there was a sense that there was resistance, or are people supportive? Byron Rot said just contacting 107 landowners is a large task. Hansi Hals: looking at project that used majority vote as precedence.
II. Carlsborg Artificial Recharge Pilot Project – Ann Soule (Clallam County) 
· Carlsborg Artificial Recharge Pilot Project – Spring to Summer 2007
· Purpose: Test viability of using abandoned irrigation ditches to intentionally recharge the shallow aquifer with Dungeness River water during high flow season. Benefit to overall hydrology by supplementing groundwater in the water table.

· Preparation: Based on the sites chosen, consultants designed the tests. Removed fine sediments in some of the ditches and scarred ditch base to cause leakage. About two thousand feet of ditches were involved. 

· Water rights were sorted out. Consequences of activities, habitat interests and concerns were identified. Obtained landowner permissions. Water right application included a 30-day protest period and 30 day appeal period. Conditions (measurement, timing and river flow minimum) imposed by Department of Ecology. 

· Other permits acquired: County road right-of-way permit for ditch preparation work. JARPA for staff gauge and/or piezometer installation at steam’s edge (work was not done)
· Used Irrigator’s pipe, very large investment of Irrigators so an extensive MOU was created outlining responsibilities of opening valves, etc. Pipe was installed with lots of testing and setbacks. There was competition from all users. Because of pressure issues pipe couldn’t deliver at full capacity and provide water to all who needed it. Ditch walker was very helpful in the process. 

· Operation. Valves: depended on Irrigators for adjustments. Two valves were installed for project. Flumes: Installation was key (level, distant, elevation, water-tight approach, etc.).
· Safety fence was installed to protect valves and ditches from vandalism.

· Monitoring: Weekly monitoring of AR flows, well network, streams and side channels (aerial well monitoring network map was shown).

· Handout of streamflow monitoring sites was reviewed.

· Infiltration Summary: Site # 1 Jakeway: 
· Max rate: 1.5 cfs

· Number of tests: 5

· Total number of hours: 109.1

· Total volume: 4.67 acre-foot

· Infiltration Summary: Site # 2 Olympic Discovery Trail: 

· Max rate: 1.0 cfs

· Number of tests: 3

· Total number of hours: 349.4

· Total volume: 14.05 acre-foot

· Infiltration Summary: Site # 3 Green Acres MHP pond: 

· Inflow rate est.: 0.3 cfs

· Outflow est.: 0.2-0.3 cfs

· Constant since last May

· Monitoring Results:
· Affect of AR on shallow aquifer

· Well data vs. AR, precipitation, river flow

· Affect of AR on small streams

· Flow data vs. AR, precipitation

· Affect of AR on side channels
· Flow data vs. AR, river flow
· Cost Summary:
· MOU, SEPA, water right, project management


$14,000
· Monitoring







$ 6,900
· Consultants and engineering




$26,000
· Construction (valves, ditches)




$29,800
· Supplies, fees, etc.






$ 1,800
Total cash costs:






$78,500
· Contributed (college field work, Streamkeepers data entry, County lab) estimation: $2,500
· Lessons Learned::
· Infiltration not as efficient as expected.
· Transpiration is likely significant (may want to collect/compile air temperature data).
· Start testing during April/May to avoid competition for water.
· Side channel flow measurements may not be comparable (piezometers should be used).

· Flumes easily eroded.

· 2nd flume not needed unless more volume.

· Field irrigation is another factor affecting well and streamflow hydrographs at this scale.

· Nearby well pumping could be another factor.

· Need further project consultant analysis to evaluate effectiveness of project (in contract).
· Technical Advisory Group for this project meets monthly. They believe testing needs to be done again. Volume was less than had hoped – less than 20 acre/foot – hoped for 100 acre/foot.
· Walt Blendermann stated that pressure drives a process like this. Consultants believe a flowing system is required. Think you could do this in a static testing environment.
· Steve Tharinger agreed there was not enough data to draw conclusion. Next steps… what it would take (start earlier, budget – another grant?) before June deadline (for grant)? Is TAG going to make suggestion on proceeding? Ann Soule answered an extension and funding was needed. 

· Steve Tharinger asked for team comments: Walt Blendermann thought DRMT should support it. Based on what Ann described, project was not able to maintain full channel for specified period of time. Not a fair test. 
· Steve Tharinger asked if the water rights were re-negotiable (as this was a piece that took longer than originally thought in this testing – missed the window for flow).  Ann Soule thought this would be a lot easier.
· Scott Chitwood said the Tribe would support the re-establishment of AR experiment.

· Ann Soule asked if there was a sense from the Irrigators – was it too much trouble to bother. Joe Holtrop said there was a proposal in place for pressure release and shut off valves. System needs to be working.
· Weldon Clark said TAG was interested in next spring for testing and supported the extension.
· Steve Tharinger concluded that the DRMT was in support of continuing testing, extension and request for funding.

· Pete Schroeder agreed, but with objective criteria made before continuing. External variables (ditches and time it took to acquire water rights, can’t guarantee what the flow will be) have plan to address variables in interim and when testing continues.

· Ann Soule said the landowner agreements were now in place, and we have the ability to stop water now – design of test may need to be adjusted.




III. Dike Subcommittee Continuance – Byron Rot (Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe) 
· Simple proposal to continue Dike Study Subcommittee, maybe change the name to reflect more of a planning process leading to dike setback. Wanted to find out if the DRMT would support this.
· Fairly technical process, helpful to have technical community to draw from, would keep the existing membership and perhaps add more people. 

· Virginia Clark also thought continuing the subcommittee was a good idea.

· Steve Tharinger agreed, and thought adding additional technical members would be needed. Asked if DRMT could think of possible candidates.
· Hansi Hals suggested the Army Corps – specifically in the roads department.
· Steve Tharinger reminded that last meeting he had mentioned contact with the Corps who responded that they would review information on dike by November and respond or attend DRMT meeting.

· Steve Tharinger and Byron Rot discussed Bernie Hargrave (Corps) as possible additional member.
· Steve Tharinger asked if the dike setback was a “project of concern” with the SFBD?
· Timing? If the grant is awarded, start up the more robust committee – or begin now? Byron asked when the funds would be available – January, February (realistically) 

· Margaret Duncan told the group that anything on the Governor’s project, as soon as it passes a technical review, the SFBD wants to make funding available and not wait for formal distribution.

· Byron Rot’s personal opinion is that the longer you wait to start the group the slower it will be to start.

· Steve Tharinger asked for any comments from team. Team supports continuation of subcommittee and also needs to recommend people for the committee. 

· When asked specifics of ideal candidate, Byron answered anyone with hydrology expertise, physical sciences background, biologists, construction experience. Cynthia Nelson suggested Patricia Olson a hydrologist/fluvial geomorphologist for the Department of Ecology.
· John Cambalik asked if the Corps play a role in any construction or management of project. Byron Rot answered that it is a Corps facility and the County maintains it, it will be up to the Corp and County – they may farm out to consultants.
IV. Carlsborg Sewer Feasibility Update – Tom Martin (Clallam County PUD #1)  
· Study is co-funded: 50/50 by PUD #1 of Clallam County and Clallam County.
· Consultant team: BHC Consultants (Prime/Project engineers); Triangle (Public involvement); Aspect (Hydrogeology).
· Study is for baseline water reclamation in the urban growth area of Carlsborg. Map of Carlsborg with UGA overlay was projected.
· Pictures of suggested treatment with membrane filters (which can grow with need by modular additions) and the existing traditional system in Sequim were shown.
· Public Involvement: (1) Pre-study meeting: 08/2006 – requested feedback on scope of work. (2) First public meeting: 10/2006 – presented information on preliminary findings, heard concerns and answered questions. (3) Second public meeting: 02/2007 – Presented costs and benefits, requested feedback on interest in hooking up to system.  (4) Third public meeting: 08/2007 – Presented technical, environmental, regulatory and financial feasibility along with Sequim alternative evaluation. Final report is available on the PUD website.
· Discussed pumping water from Sequim (after treatment) back to Carlsborg for reuse or recharge.
· Estimated cost of project:
· Estimated total project cost: $12,400,000.
· Assumed total agency funding: $3,400,000. (Agencies: PUD #1 of Clallam County, Clallam County, Washington Department of Ecology, Federal agencies.)

· Amount assessed to property owners: $9,000,000.

· Typical total conceptual assessments:
· Existing single family, lot not sub-dividable: $12,000 - $16,000.

· Existing single family, sub-dividable lot: $25,000 - $100,000.

· Existing small commercial property: $18,000 - $75,000.

· Existing large commercial property: $40,000 - $300,000.

· Vacant and undeveloped parcel: $60,000 - $250,000.
· Discussion ensued on fair assessments; Tom Martin said there are a number of formulas for assessing.
· Financing options: Grants: money that will not have to be repaid; Low-interest loans: money to be repaid at less than market rate; Contribtions: costs to be recovered from future development; Future development: will pay higher fees & charges; User charge: more sewage volume pays higher rate; Adjustments: hardship, elderly, functional on-site system.

· Steve Tharinger brought up a farmland preservation program. Program transfers development rights. Links receivership with funding for the infrastructure. Take the cost of development (hook up costs) for the protected land and puts that into funding the infrastructure. Increase the density of the UGA and promotes growth there. 
· Tom Martin said they worked with the City of Sequim to identify costs – came down to cost of treating in Carlsborg or treating in Sequim and returning to Carlsborg:
	Cost Component
	Carlsborg WWTP
	Sequim WWTP

	
	
	

	Treatment
	$6.0
	$3.6

	Interceptor
	N/A
	$3.3

	Water Reuse
	$1.6
	$2.7

	Collector Sewers
	$2.7
	$2.7

	Other
	$2.1
	$2.2

	TOTAL CAPITAL
	$12.4
	$14.5

	without reuse
	$10.8
	$11.8

	
	
	

	Annual operating cost
	$351,000
	$242,000

	30 year present value @ 6%
	$4.8
	$242,000

	Life cycles cost – 30 year
	$17.2
	$17.8

	Without reuse
	$15.6
	


· Benefits:
· Water quality: nitrate concentrations nearing MCL today; wastewater will be treated to Class A standard; it will reduce nitrate loading from septic tanks; it will reduce bacterial loading to Matriotti Creek, Dungeness Bay and Dungeness River.

· Water quantity: flow augmentation to river or creek via infiltration; reclaimed water use reduces peak demand; reuse for outdoor use reduces river diversion.

· Economy: enable concentration of growth in UGA; enable construction of affordable housing; enhance potential of commercial/industrial development; encourage construction of other infrastructure (e.g. sidewalks).
· John Cambalik: Remains concerned about increasing the density in UGA and with storm water runoff. Trading one water quality for another. Wanted to know if County or PUD is planning for that.
· Steve Tharinger: extensive change for zoning in Carlsborg to include the stormwater guidelines.

· Walt Blendermann said the important concern for the DRMT is any potential impact on the Dungeness River. Either option is positive environmentally. 
· Tom Martin asked for support letter from DRMT to help with requesting grants from DOE. 
· Al Moore asked where the project is now – Tom Martin answered that they are waiting for funding for utilities plant, prior to construction permits will be required, as will more numbers for alternatives. Comprehensive land use plan.
· Pete Schroeder asked about stormwater management plans. Port Angeles doesn’t have one, is Sequim required to have one? Steve Tharinger answered that he didn’t think Sequim had a good stormwater plan. Retention, detention would have to be designed in the treatment plan. Some sort of wetland or process to put the stormwater through prior to putting back into river must be developed. High rain or stormwater event over-burdens the treatment plant. Pete Schroeder stated the stormwater plans can’t trail behind development, must be one of the first priorities. Science Panel will have to address.
· John Cambalik brought up that soon there will be two UGAs on both sides of the river expanding towards the river -> will need to prevent this.

· Steve Tharinger requested adding stormwater (impact on UGA) to an upcoming agenda 

· Dr. Karr said not to underestimate the role of changed hydrology with the addition of pollutants from stormwater runoff (biological effect). Frequency of flow patterns increases. Have always talked in terms of presence of a low flow or presence of a high flow, more important biologically to see what happens to pattern of intermediate flow – crucial component of any future thinking about stormwater runoff.
V. WRIA 18 Rule-making Update – Cynthia Nelson (Washington Department of Ecology)
· Have split the Elwha and Dungeness to address Dungeness planning area in first part of the rule-making process. 

· There is an informal stage and a formal stage to the process. Been in the informal stage for awhile now. Important to have public involvement. Diverse audience – from people who have followed closely what is going on to those who don’t know much. Next phase of public involvement is public awareness through various mechanisms. Public workshop is scheduled for November 29th. Newspaper articles are planned and website will have information. Second workshop will be in winter. 
· Draft rule language will be introduced after the informal process. 
· File draft rule with 180 day formal process during which time a workshop and at least one public hearing will be held. People will have at least 45 days to comment. Comments will be documented. At this point the rule will be looked at again, if change is significant process will have to start over. At the end of 180 days or sooner, final rule will be filed and official. Filing will be in spring. Six weeks ahead of filing document is given to Department of Ecology. 
Questions on process:
· Walt Blendermann asked what is the geographic area of the rule. Cynthia answered the Dungeness Planning Area. Elwha and Dungeness were split up for planning purposes – both are in WRIA 18. When we have the Dungeness done and the Elwha done, the whole area will be covered.
· John Cambalik said he had been at a meeting where WRIA 17 planning talked about Sequim Bay and one of their projects is to talk to DRMT about an MOA.
· Byron Rot asked what the timing was with rule and AR testing, and does it have any influence on the draft rule. Cynthia answered that instreamflow rule and water supply options are discussed, the AR project won’t directly be in the rule, but will be in discussion of options.
· Judy Larson asked about possibility of allocating water rights specifically for research use. Then various projects could use those reserved amounts. Cynthia thought that was a good point, the rule will be written with options for taking water when water is available, during high flow.
Workshops: 
· Number of stations that are standalone, staffed with knowledgeable person showing various issues and solutions. (Cynthia Nelson volunteered Joe Holtrop to staff one). Judy Larson asked if River Center, Streamkeepers, DRMT shouldn’t have stations to show efforts benefiting river. 
· Plan to have a short presentation by Department of Ecology and then Q &A period. 
· Informal sharing time and formal presentations.
· One workshop to be held in the afternoon and one will be held in the evening after work.
· Meeting tomorrow to discuss messages. One message that came from the last meeting was that we wanted to let people know that what they do in their watershed makes a difference. The second message was that we have a water problem in the late summer and fall – how do we address people and fish in those critical times. Other message ideas:  Have to work with the water that we have. Keep water in the natural system whenever possible. Maintain the hydrology -> aquifer recharge. Address growth – look at what’s happened recently and what the trends are. Conservation ideas. Groundwater work. How to manage demands in critical time. How rule relates to other plans (like watershed plan). On-going work by water users (salmon recovery for example). Where we are in the rule-making process and how to get involved. What a draft rule would look like. Talk about science (good enough or not). Choices we have – critical nature with regard to fish. Water rights and water supply options. 
Questions

· Robert Brown said one thing he didn’t hear was how the rule will impact people. Cynthia said that will be in the water rights section. Future water rights – under section on how we’re going to handle demands. Want feedback from people. 

· Judy Larson asked about local radio coverage, people could call in asking questions. Cynthia Nelson felt that might be tricky legally and politically.

· Byron Rot said to be very clear and not talk over people’s head when addressing the public.

· Steve Tharinger felt it is key to let people know how they’ll be able to access water. 

· Pete Schroeder agreed, and be specific to people (retired people in their last home, developer, small farmer, etc.), everyone will be affected. 
VI. Announcements/Updates
Puget Sound Partnership – John Cambalik 
· At the last Leadership Council meeting (9/21) established the delineation point for Strait and Hood Canal Action Areas will be at Point Wilson.
· 14 of the 27 members of the Ecosystem Coordination Board were appointed at the meeting. 
· Steve Tharinger was named as the representative for Strait of Juan de Fuca Action Area. Check website for the other names.
· Timeline from now until September 2008 is very tight.
· Meeting of all the workgroups around Puget Sound discussed watershed integration. Decided on database for all plans and actions for individual watersheds – useful tool for all Action Areas.
· Science Panel: no action on appointing members at last Leadership Council meeting. Washington National Academy of Sciences has forwarded 15 names to be considered. Decision at next Leadership Council meeting (November).
· John has been asked to ask various groups (like DRMT) to help put together the Action Agendas. Flexibility in schedule to work on.
· WRIA 17 planning/workplan – On their workplan they have: improve communication and planning with WRIA 18 and DRMT and especially in working with Action Agenda. (Have both Strait and Hood Canal Action Areas).
· Pete Schroeder asked how the Island County is broken up. John Cambalik said it is a controversial area. It is a huge geographic entity – all the drainages and Whidbey Island.
· Pete Schroeder said he asked because there is a two-day meeting on mammals and oil spills. Wanted to know where to put findings or action items from that meeting. John Cambalik: May be ecosystem-wide areas. Steve Tharinger said he thought state wants to see some consolidation, not lose the grass-root efforts, energy and work. John Cambalik said it was never the intention with the Action Areas to cause re-alignment, but organize the process. 
· Donella Pratt to draw up letter supporting John Cambalik as staff liaison for our region.

Atterberry Reservoir subcommittee – Mike Jeldness 
· Got together with the Conservation District Board at their regular meeting and discussed project
· Agreed to coordinate with 4-5 people (Cynthia Nelson, Nash Huber, Ben Smith, and Joe Holtrop) to lay out details, next steps to move forward.
Other announcements/updates – 
· Letter for support for SNOTEL site on upper Elwha watershed (Buckinghorse Ridge) circulated by Cynthia Nelson. Steve Tharinger asked for a motion that DRMT supports letter. Passed unanimously and letter was circulated for signatures from team.
· “Statewide Community Salmon Fund” handout on Salmon Fund Grant that is due November 1st was circulated (per Cheryl Baumann’s request to Ann Soule). Steve Tharinger mentioned that there was talk of adding monitoring component to grant. May be able to add monitoring for the Streamkeepers. Talk to Steve if you have something along those lines. 
Meeting Adjourned at 5:15 P.M.
________________________________________________________
Handouts:   Streamflow Monitoring Sites- Carlsborg Aquifer Recharge Pilot Spring-Summer 2007 (Ann Soule distributed)
“Statewide Community Salmon Fund” distributed per Cheryl Baumann’s request
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