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ANADROMOUS FISH EVALUATION PROGRAM 
Fish Facility Design Review Work Group  

Minutes 
January 24 and 25, 2001 

 
 
ATTENDEES: 
 
Name     Organization 
 
Noah Adams   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
Steve Anglea   Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory (Battelle) 
Jim Bluhm    Corps 
Dave Coleman   Corps (McNary) 
Kevin Crum   Corps 
Brad Eby    Corps (McNary) 
Rick Emmert   Corps 
Kim Fodrea    Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 
Mike Gessel   National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
Mike Halter    Corps 
Kenneth Ham   Battelle 
Lisa Hetherman   Corps 
Bill Hevlin    NMFS 
Dave Hurson   Corps 
Rebecca Kalamasz  Corps 
Dan Katz    Corps 
Mark Lindgren   Corps 
Lynn McComas   NMFS 
Sean Milligan   Corps 
Paul Ocker    Corps 
Charles Palmer   Corps 
Steve Pettit    Idaho Fish and Game Department (IDFG) 
Chris Pinney   Corps 
Steve Rainey   NMFS 
Lynn Reese   Corps 
Ann Setter    Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
Marvin Shutters   Corps 
Larry Swenson   NMFS     (Conference Call) 
Tim Wik    Corps 
Tonia Elsey   Corps 
 
 The Fish Facility Design Review Work Group (FFDRWG) meeting was held in 
the Harvest Room on January 24, 2001, and the Castle Room on January 25, 2001, at 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Walla Walla District, 201 North Third 
Avenue, Walla Walla, Washington.  Rebecca Kalamasz organized the meeting, and 
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Tonia Elsey served as note taker.  The meeting was audio taped in order to facilitate 
completion of the minutes. 
 
 Rebecca Kalamasz distributed the agenda (see appendix 1) and indicated that 
most of the afternoon would be devoted to discussion and resolution of questions 
relating to removable spillway weirs (RSW).  She stated that minutes are available for 
the last meeting and requested any revisions be sent to her.  The next meeting is April 
25 and 26.  However, this might not be the best time for a meeting as it is right before 
research starts and after resolution of pre-season issues.  If anyone would like to 
change that meeting to May or before April, please contact Rebecca so she can inform 
the region.  Last year, the meeting was held at Lower Granite Lock and Dam (Lower 
Granite). 
 
 Steve Rainey and Bill Hevlin thought a field trip meeting at Lower Granite would 
be a good idea.  Rebecca Kalamasz asked participants to consider this and send her 
comments.  Rebecca indicated that at the last meeting suggestions were made to 
streamline discussions.  One idea was for the speaker to identify topics they would 
present so that questions pertaining to those items could be addressed at the 
appropriate discussion time.  She asked participants to try this idea for this meeting. 
 
1. MODEL UPDATES AND ISSUES. 
 
 a. McNary Lock and Dam (McNary) Deflectors.  Rick Emmert indicated the 
general model has been completed at Waterways Experiment Station (WES) for 
McNary.  The sectional model testing has been completed at North West Hydraulic 
Consultants in Vancouver.  The general model testing has been initiated.  The Corps 
has initiated preparation of some National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents 
and preparation for contracts for this upcoming fall and winter.  Contract preparation is 
occurring in two areas for McNary:  one to procure gate hoists and the other for end bay 
deflectors.  Verification is needed of the model base for collected field data.  Then, a 
base case test will be done, which will document the existing tailrace conditions for the 
existing spill pattern.  Then, the Corps will look at how to change the spill pattern for 
uniform spring operation.  The Corps would like to shuffle some gate hoists around at 
McNary prior to the spring season because the spill pattern may change enough that it 
may be necessary to operate bay 20 with an underflow operation.  Right now, the 
operation is split and water coming out of that gate impacts directly on top of the 
deflector.  Rick does not think it is very good for juvenile fish to pass through there.  The 
Corps would like to switch the gate hoists around so gate 12 can be operated.  The 
Corps would look at this change in the new spill pattern for this year. 
 
  Dave Hurson indicated there was a need to switch some gate hoists 
because some of them are designed for lifting only half of a gate versus a whole gate. 
 
  Rick Emmert indicated there are four hoists needed once the four deflectors 
are added to the McNary spillway.  These would replace three that are old and can only 
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lift one way.  Dave Hurson indicated that one hoist was missing.  That would leave two 
cranes lifting two gates. 
 
  Rick Emmert indicated that once they have looked at a new spring spill 
pattern, they would want to put deflectors on the end bays on the general model and re-
look at another spill pattern.  Steve Rainey indicated they were interested in looking at 
the 2001 spill pattern.  Rick Emmert stated that would be available the end of January 
or the first week of February.  Dave Hurson stated he thought that it would be more like 
the last week of February, because they would have to adjust flows, look at a flat 
pattern under existing conditions at whatever level they are, and obtain numbers.  Steve 
Rainey asked if they were going to try and tweak it for 2001, for instance, and have it 
ready to show what it looks like.  Dave Hurson stated the Corps for 2001 would be 
looking at the existing patterns versus the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission 
(CRITFC) request, seeing if it can be flattened a little bit, increasing flows for dissolved 
gas. 
 
  Rick Emmert indicated that what they saw at Lower Granite in early 
December was, the existing spill pattern had some eddies and had some conditions that 
did not look so good.  Dave Hurson indicated that those problems haven’t existed at 
McNary.  Steve Rainey agreed that McNary probably does not have those problems, 
but the first time they got a really good look at the general model at John Day it was off.  
Dave Hurson indicated they would look at that.  They would start out with looking at 
existing spill level and then re-adjust the gates to see if it could be flattened to 
something that would maybe give a little bit less gas.  They may look at a nighttime spill 
pattern versus a daytime pattern to see if, at 12 hours at night, it could be flattened out if 
an eddy problem is found.  If there is a problem, the Corps will probably look at two 
schedules. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if McNary currently had just one.  Dave Hurson stated 
that it did only have one that was a little bit peaked in the middle. 
 
  Rick Emmert stated that once they got past this they wanted to do some 
follow-up testing and look at simulating a divider wall that would split the powerhouse 
flow from spillway flow.  The main reason for looking at that was to make sure that there 
is no impact from the presence of a wall that impacts the decision on the adjacent 
deflector elevation. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that the other thing that has not been mentioned is 
taking a subjective look at the existing outfall locations and making some dye releases.  
Rick Emmert stated that they would want to look at the outfall location under all of the 
spill factors. 
 
  Steve Rainey indicated the Biological Opinion (Bi-Op) made reference to a 
report on that issue that might be generated to do some preliminary investigations. 
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  Lynn Reese stated he was thinking a letter report, could be written to look at 
it and then discuss it.  Steve Rainey stated that they would look at it and discuss the 
context of past modeling and how the criteria have changed.  Maybe it can be done 
informally without a written product. 
 
  Rick Emmert stated that it would depend on what was really seen.  The 
presence of the wall may affect the off side.  Steve Rainey stated that it was clear at the 
opposite end of the powerhouse; it might have some influence if it were long enough.  
There is a big eddy just downstream of the bend and also a real shallow south shore 
distinct bow wave at McNary that was not seen before, until the model was watered up.  
The north shore is really shallow too, to the extent that you have a dye plume that is 
close to that big eddy and that is a real shallow zone.  The Corps expects to look at that 
closely. 
 
  Dave Hurson stated the Corps might want to look at relocating the plume 
down the center of the river.  He also stated that when there is high spill the tugboats 
come right up the center of the river, so spill could remain quite heavy.  In terms of an 
eddy on the way downstream, there is a possibility that nothing can be done to not get 
some dye coming to that eddy. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that this would all be pretty clear in the general model.  
Dave Hurson stated that on the present site two turbine units have been made longer 
than what was originally planned for the flow condition at the facility. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated it was designed before the concerns related to ambient 
velocities rather than the dye and where the fish would go.  Dave Hurson stated that 
dye could be put anywhere in the spillway, and it would get over in that eddy 
downstream because it is a real long slow eddy.  The group discussed the divider walls. 
 
  Rick Emmert stated the testing schedule is a little bit delayed because of 
cold weather and an eddy has been identified that was not present in the field data. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated the first full week of March would be best for them. 
 
  Dave Hurson stated that, ideally, they would like to get one full level a day, 
and they can (unclear) overnight.  It will take a long time for that model to change; it has 
a huge forebay.   
 
  Steve Rainey stated that it would be good to look at the 2001 spill schedule, 
try to refine it, look at the divider wall to get a sense for impact in the general model for 
the deflectors, and make decisions relating to lateral flow and localized conditions.  But 
as far as a final spill schedule, or end bay deflectors, that is not quite as urgent.  The 
final design of the end bay deflectors is real important. 
 
  Dave Hurson stated that a go or no go was needed on the end bay 
deflectors because they are in plans and specifications now and will be advertising.  
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While they do not need a finalized spill pattern, they do need approval on construction 
because they do not have time to wait a year on that part.  Steve Rainey agreed. 
 
  Rick Emmert provided a contract schedule for this construction.  Marvin 
Shutters stated that they have started to gather construction timeframes.  Bill Hevlin 
asked Marvin to contact him or Gary.  There was discussion on the construction 
schedule and options for end bay deflectors design. 
 
  Rick Emmert asked when spill stopped.  Dave Hurson replied with June 30 
for voluntary spill, depending on river flow.  Rick also stated that they are doing a supply 
contract. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that it all comes back to what the System Configuration 
Team (SCT) has budgeted.  There was discussion on what the future budget entails. 
 
 b. Little Goose Lock and Dam (Little Goose) Deflectors.  Rick Emmert talked 
about the models being built for Little Goose to look at deflectors and spill patterns.  The 
sectional model is complete.  The general model is moving well, the templates are in 
place for upstream topography, and the downstream topography is complete. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if the projected schedule was available.  Rick Emmert 
stated that the general model should be complete by the end of the fiscal year.  The 
group discussed the budget. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if there was going to be a section at FFDRWG about 
the section model results and how they look?  Rick Emmert assured him that that would 
happen.  There was some continued discussion on the short deflectors. 
 
 c. Lower Monumental Lock and Dam (Lower Monumental) 
Deflectors/Erosion/Outfall.  Dan Katz distributed handout #1 (see appendix 1), Lower 
Monumental DGAS and Erosion.  He stated that the basis of his presentation would be 
the upcoming spill season, the overall plan, and review of concerns with spill at Lower 
Monumental.  The review included views of deflectors on end bays and two areas of 
erosion that have grown substantially in the last 3 years.  There was discussion about 
the deflectors and erosion at Lower Monumental.  Dave Hurson stated that there was a 
lot of erosion last year.  There was continued discussion on Lower Monumental's gas 
cap and gas cap spill.  Dan Katz pointed out that sometime around 1996 there was a 
rapid increase in erosion rates.  One real concern is what could happen in high flows.  
There was discussion on the high flow years.  Main concern is if the hole continues to 
grow there could be more at risk during high flows and end bay deflectors could 
possibly cause uplift underneath the slab, both downstream and upstream.   
 
  Dan Katz stated that during the last year they have done preliminary debris 
movement tests in the sectional model.  Modifications to the stilling basin on the 
sectional model were made to test uplift.  There was discussion on the testing to be 
done on the erosion and the stability of the stilling basin.  Construction of the general 
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model was completed in December, and the calibration of the spillway in the 
powerhouse has been completed.  Verification of data as far as losses in the river will 
be done next week.  Testing of interim spill patterns and the current spill patterns will 
take place in February, and flows will be evaluated early in March.  The purpose of the 
sectional model and the general model and how they work together will help make 
decisions on spill for this year.  The key in the sectional model is to look at uplift and 
determine if it is near a critical uplift that might be a structural concern.  Bill Hevlin asked 
Dan to explain uplift.  Dan Katz explained the uplift problems.  The present erosion 
problem and structure soundness was discussed. 
 
  Dan Katz stated that in the general model they want to look at the spill 
pattern in two dimension, spill patterns of the last few years and new spill patterns. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if by new spill pattern he meant new spill pattern for 
2001?  Dan Katz replied yes for this season. 
 
  Dave Hurson asked if there was any videotape of the erosions.  Dan Katz 
replied, yes, and there was discussion about viewing the video. 
 
  Kim Fodrea asked Dan to describe the model.  Dan Katz described the 
sectional model as being a plywood floor on the stilling basin and showed on the 
handout the location of the erosion holes.  In the general model, the floor is concrete. 
 
  There was general discussion on the erosion spots of the dam.  Steve 
Rainey asked if pressure taps were used for the uplift study.  Dan Katz stated that they 
used transducers rather than pressure taps or piezometers. 
 
  Dan Katz continued on with the discussion of the 2001 interim spill 
coordination.  There was discussion on McNary and Lower Monumental spill tests and 
doing them both at the same time. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that recommended spill pattern operations could be to 
Operations Division by April 1.  There was discussion on spill amounts and what 
amounts of spill are a threat, turbulence levels, and whether or not a lesser number of 
bays would show any change. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that they were going to be looking at The Dalles 
spillway survival issue as it is such a shallow stilling basin.  Measurement of localized 
turbulence is of importance there and will be important at Lower Monumental as well.  
Being able to take readings at the hydraulic model is an important issue.  The 
discussion continued on spill patterns and testing.  There was discussion on whether 
this would be an agenda item for the Technical Management Team (TMT) or a 
FFDRWG conference call with the TMT. 
 
  Steve Pettit indicated the discussion made him want to put a placeholder in 
the RSW discussion because there is great concern that spill volume can be reduced to 
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the point where any benefit is eroded by predation.  Discussion continued on the subject 
of low spill volume.   
 
  Rick Emmert stated that obviously the erosion work supercedes the 
deflector work and asked when there would be enough information to begin design.  He 
asked when the model testing would be complete?  Dan Katz stated that they would 
look at alternative solutions around April through July 2001.  Steve Pettit asked if they 
would be looking at outfall and documenting as they did each of the tests.  Steve Rainey 
stated he thought that would come after the final determination of end bay deflector 
height. 
 
  Rick Emmert stated that they have tracking installed that would give outfall 
information for other tests.  Steve Rainey asked if the tracking would provide time lapse, 
and a sense for velocity at the location.  Dan Katz stated that they have overhead 
cameras that are tied together to track from one view to the next.  Discussion continued 
on running tests and looking at alternatives for Dissolved Gas Abatement Study (DGAS) 
and erosion. 
 
  Dave Hurson asked if they went back through and checked topography on 
the north side of the river along the gravel.  He felt the model did not seem shallow 
enough.  Rick Emmert and Mark Lindgren stated that they were looking at alternatives 
combined.  Discussion continued on the deflectors, erosion, and DGAS.  Steve Rainey 
stated that they would appreciate a few paragraphs to describe what efforts they were 
going to make to try to circumvent having to shut down spills.  Discussion continued on 
the testing and where funds would come from for different problems like threatened 
stability of structures.  Dave Hurson pointed out that if a training wall were installed 
between bays seven and eight the erosion holes would be filled up with concrete 
because the training wall would go right over the top of the holes. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked Mark Lindgren if he anticipated that some of the 
different options might come together in a week or two.  Mark Lindgren stated that they 
would be talking about them but they would not have them all flushed out.  Bill Hevlin 
stated that spillway concerns are written in the Bi-Op for 2002.  Steve Pettit stated he 
thought that fixing the spilling basin at Lower Monumental was more important than 
doing a removable spillway test. 
 
  There was discussion on whether or not to try and use Columbia River Fish 
Migration (CRFM) funds. 
 
  Steve Pettit indicated the concerns spread over all kinds of work, the 
delayed mortality proposal, and the juvenile transport proposal.  All of these have a 
control that assumes you are maximizing river migration potential.   
 
  There was discussion on the Corps 5 -year plan and the 5-year Bi-Op. 
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  Rebecca Kalamasz indicated they are going to pursue the action already 
discussed, go to WES, try to identify the critical risk here, and request separate letters 
from the different agencies supporting this action pursuing several sources. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if the timing of the new deflector installation is 
encumbered by the need to get this cap taken first.  His impression is that if the erosion 
problem were taken care of, it could potentially be on the same schedule as Little 
Goose and do construction in the 2002 - 2003 work window. 
 
  Mark Lindgren stated that priority wise the erosion issue is ahead of 
(unclear).  The erosion issue almost has to be settled before the second issue. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if the capping of the erosion problem could be 
considered a separate and unrelated critical path and proceed with scheduling the 
construction of the 2002 - 2003 work window.  Then only if there is something from the 
capping that encumbers it would it be shoved back a year. 
 
  Mark Lindgren stated that they have to reach a certain point of 
understanding how they are related before they can be separated.  Once it is 
understood how they are related and how to handle them, then putting them on a 
separate path might be feasible.  Discussion continued on how to handle this. 
 
2. The RSW 
 
 a. Construction Status 
 
  Kevin Crum distributed handout #2 (see appendix 1), Lower Granite - 
Removable Spillway Weir Construction Schedule Issues/Update.  This handout is the 
same information that was discussed last week at SCT.  It shows the schedule for 
construction.  In a month’s time, they went from on schedule to about 7 weeks behind.  
They have been keeping a close eye on things and have ear marked January 9,2001, 
as the decision point as to whether they could progress with the test getting the RSW 
installed before April.  There is too much fabrication left to do to make that deadline.  
The good news is the surface collector work is completed.  Another contractor took out 
the connection to the spillway and the transition to the collector in front of unit six.  The 
modules were installed for the wall that closes off to the dam as well as the small 
closure piece between the Simulated Wells Insert (SWI) and the new wall.  The trash 
boom was realigned.  All that work is done except a little cleanup work.  They installed 
the access to the stairs and ramps. 
 
  Steve Pettit asked if the device itself was still hanging there?  Kevin Crum 
indicated that the rest of it in front of six was still there, but there is no way to pass water 
through it because it is no longer connected.  Steve Rainey stated that it serves as an 
upper intake occlusion, which should reduce some entrainment into the turbine intakes. 
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  Kevin Crum stated that the focus for RSW at this time is getting everything 
at the first spillway installed, which is the seal system and the horizontal and vertical 
elements.  The landing pad for the RSW also needs to be installed.  There was 
discussion on what was left to do on the RSW. 
 
  Kevin Crum distributed handout #3 (see appendix 1), Lower Granite Surface 
Bypass Collector (SBC) Modifications for 2001.  Kevin Crum stated that coordination 
and cooperation needed to be made with the contractor as to when the work could be 
finished.  First point is the extension of the end of March work window; the request has 
already been initiated.  Bill Hevlin asked if during that extra 15 days, if the laying of the 
concrete pad and some additional grout work would be the only work going to be done?  
Kevin Crum stated that no grout work would be done, just the laying of the pad.  There 
was discussion on what it will take to sink the concrete pad. 
 
  Kevin Crum stated discussion was needed on when the installation of the 
RSW could resume.  One of the considerations is hydraulic testing.  The sooner it can 
be there, the sooner they can conduct the RSW hydraulic tests.  There may be 
surprises with the ridges seen in the models when they start running flow over it; those 
need verification.  Steve Pettit asked if the device sitting on the forebay floor will have 
an impact on the hydraulic passing over the spillway.  Kevin Crum stated the landing 
pad would not affect flow.  The landing pad is only there to receive the RSW to get it out 
of the way.  Steve Pettit asked if there was some other reason for wanting to extend the 
work window?  Kevin Crum stated that the extension was to finish this up this year and 
get behind the construction issue.  Dave Hurson stated that they were looking at coming 
in June to hook the RSW onto the wall. 
 
  Steve Pettit stated that was the part about which they were most concerned.  
With the low flow migration conditions they might see a 1987, 1992, 1994 migration 
scenario where the spring migration is contracted so that it just kind of melts right into 
the summer migration.  There will be a significant number of late arriving migrants well 
into June.  They would rather avoid any construction impact on the spring migration.  
There was discussion on the different ways this could impact spill and migration.  Dave 
Hurson pointed out that hooking the RSW to the dam would only take about 2 days.  
Discussion continued on shifting spill to other bays and possible spills at night.  Steve 
Pettit stated that their main concern was that there was a lot of construction going on in 
the spillway environment. 
 
  Rebecca Kalamasz asked if there was a sequence of construction activities.  
Kevin Crum stated tha t they had a schedule.  Steve Pettit asked how all the holes were 
going to get drilled.  Kevin Crum stated that is all being done now.  Dave Hurson asked 
what exactly would be done in June.  Kevin Crum stated that everything listed on the 
handout they would like to have done by April.  If all the seals can be installed, all 
drilling and grouting done, the pad installed, all drilling and grouting done, the only thing 
left to do would be the installation of the RSW.  Discussion continued on the necessary 
steps to installing the RSW.  It would be finished before the fish season with the 2-week 
extension.  The 2-week extension is actually just to be in the river to finish the 
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installation of the concrete pad.  Discussion continued on the 2-week extension for 
installing the pad. 
 
  Steve Pettit asked if the request was in person or by telephone.  Kevin 
Crum stated it was by phone.  Steve Pettit asked what the reaction was from the salmon 
managers.  Bill Hevlin stated that at SCT it was just an information session.  Steve Pettit 
stated that he could take it back for a conference call next week. 
 
  Dave Hurson stated the simple option is for going back in and installing in 
June.  If we end up not having spring flow, it would not impact spill.  If there were a spill 
season that went through June 20 it, could come out right after that, install it in a week, 
and then have a 2-day spill to test it.  Discussion continued on the testing of the RSW, 
mortality levels, and balloon tag studies.  Bill Hevlin stated he preferred to view these as 
two separate actions, the first one being the extension from March 15 to April 1.  If it is 
just to lower the pad and completing that, he could not see any problems or fish 
impacts.  The second action is installing this in June or some other month.  He could 
see some impacts to either if there is spill or if there is no spill.  Discussion continued on 
the possible impacts and on the concerns with doing the wave tests and balloon tag 
tests. 
 
  Kevin Crum stated that he would get more detail on the time needed to 
finish the project.  Rebecca Kalamasz summarized the discussion by saying that the 
pre-season extension for the pad installation is not a big issue.  Steve Pettit stated he 
would put it on next Tuesday's conference call.  The call is at 9 a.m. and the number is 
503-230-3344.  He will insure Kevin receives the weekly code.  Kevin Crum asked if 
they would need a handout.  Steve Pettit stated it would be nice to have one copy sent 
electronically to the Fish Passage Center; they can disseminate it to the entire Fish 
Passage Advisory Committee (FPAC) membership.  Discussion continued on what 
FPAC would need to know specifically. 
 
  Lynn Reese commented on the hydraulics of the RSW under a partially 
installed mode.  Hydraulic conditions around the perimeter, basically what the fish will 
see, working on a numeric model version with 7,500 cubic feet per second (cfs) going 
through the spillway, roughly one bay when the Bi-Op spill is spread all the way across.  
That information should be available within the next week.  Steve Pettit asked if that 
was with or without the device.  Lynn Reese stated that would be without the device.  
Steve Pettit asked if the seal beam was metal or concrete.  Kevin Crum stated it was 
concrete with a metal cap.  Discussion continued on hydraulic testing.  Lynn Reese 
stated that he could see no real problems. 
 
  b. Monitoring Plan.  Tim Wik stated they needed to talk about some of 
the options they have for operations and monitoring this spring given that the RSW is 
not in place.  The first option (the best option) would be to operate the spillway similar to 
what they were going to do if the RSW test would go forward.  That is 40-percent spill, 
24 hours a day, alternating with a 15-percent spill, 24 hours a day.  There has been 
discussion about the 15-percent not being adequate, which is flexible.  The idea is to 
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get similar conditions this year as to what might be run next year when the RSW is in 
place, looking at a couple different spill levels.  The Behavioral Guidance System (BGS) 
will be in place, as well as, the SBC and SWI inclusion in front of four, five, and six.  
That is a roughed out comparison between Bi-Op spill and passage routes in this 
particular scenario.  The Bi-Op spill condition assumes that there is an equal 
percentage of fish passing day and night.  Steve Rainey asked if the bottom bullet Bi-Op 
is Bi-Op spill 12 hours.  Tim Wik stated that is 60K, 12 hours a day, and assumes 100K 
total flow.  Steve Pettit asked why this baseline information is critical?   Tim Wik stated it 
was the only time they would have a chance to see what that combination of structures 
and spill is going to do for passage at Lower Granite.  Once the RSW is in, there 
probably will not be a test.  There was discussion on the values of this testing for 
possible changes at other projects.  Steve Pettit stated that these tests need to be sent 
to SCT or FPAC as soon as possible, in detail.  Discussion continued.  Steve Pettit 
stated that it would be worth a telephone call to Gene Matthews or Bill (unclear) to let 
them know what the test plans are in lieu of RSW testing and to ask if they have any 
problems with it.  Discussion continued.  Ann Setter stated that from Portland, Oregon's 
standpoint they did not really see any need for a spill test, but the idea of testing with 
occlusion verses next year with an RSW is valid, and there is good information to be 
gained.  It would be worthwhile to outline it better and take it back to the group.  
Discussion continued.  Steve Rainey stated that the issue of the RSW installation 
should be covered on the conference call, but the issue of spill with implications to 
research and the implications of calling out the occlusion performance and what that 
does to spill could be discussed at FPAC.  Discussion continued.  Steve Pettit stated he 
felt this would be better presented face to face as opposed to conference call.  Bill 
Hevlin asked if it would be worthwhile to ask for input from SRWG about how this 
altered spill schedule affects the transport in river study.  Rebecca Kalamasz stated that 
the spill at Lower Granite affects that study only in the sense that it affects the numbers 
of fish that enter the fish facility to tag.  They have not had trouble getting fish, so there 
should not be a problem.  The study is being adjusted with respect to the no spill option 
because the delayed mortality component of that study is one objective.  There are 
multiple objectives.  Steve Pettit stated that John Williams has told him that they could 
not have 24-hour spill at Lower Granite because they would not get enough fish to 
mark.  Discussion continued. 
 
  Tim Wik showed a slide indicating there is some support in the Bi-Op for 
doing a spill test evaluation at Lower Granite.  Action 83 evaluates the effect of spill, 
duration, and volume. Little Goose and Lower Granite will be specifically considered for 
daytime spill studies.  The one objective for the day is the contracts for tag purchases.  
They need to know what is going on as far as what they are going to be doing with 
monitoring this year.  This needs to move forward.  There currently is a contract with 
Battelle for hydro-acoustic monitoring that was awarded before it was known the RSW's 
would not be in place this year, they are monitoring various passage routes.  If doing 
nothing is decided, they have obviously spent all that money.  Steve Rainey stated that 
the default operation is to spill the cap, if they spill at all.  Discussion continued on 
whether they spill or not and pros and cons of spilling tests for future improvements. 
 



DRAFT 
 

 12

  Mark Lindgren stated that the summer Fish Guidance Efficiency (FGE) test 
showed a pretty good increase in FGE underneath the SBC in the included units.  
Discussion continued on whether or not it was FGE that increased.  Steve Rainey 
stated the key to this is how much of the study is "nice to know" and how much of it is 
something that is going to be used as a springboard and go on in a direction of 
increased survival.  If the SBC, which acts as an SWI inclusion upper intake were taken 
out in the next few years, something far more abbreviated would be put back in to 
create the same hydraulic conditions.  Sort of like what they have at The Dalles versus 
a big floating device.  Discussion continued on SWI, FGE, occlusion, and the different 
tests done. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that in the FFDRWG meeting the following was 
discussed:  15 percent with RSW, 40 percent with RSW, and 40 percent without RSW. 
so there was an RSW curve and a non-RSW curve.  The other approach was the least 
we could spill and have good (unclear) and egress was 22K with the RSW.  He 
proposed comparing that to spilling the cap at night because that is the default spill 
condition.  Discussion continued on different spills. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked if they could look at the benefit of upper intake 
occlusion by looking at entrainment levels without the BGS?  Lynn Reese stated the 
message to him is, if we have enough flow to do the spring test it might be considered.  
The other is, if we do not have enough flow to do that, we want this to be the fallback 
plan for a spring test.  Steve Rainey stated that informally we have discussed that if an 
acoustic study can not be done with the RSW should the acoustic study still be done at 
Lower Granite or switch it down to The Dalles Lock and Dam (The Dalles).  There 
maybe advantages to staying at Lower Granite. 
 
  Tim Wik stated that what he sees happening is some form of a spill test at 
Lower Granite, 40 percent, 15 percent or something along those lines.  If there is no 
spill on April 1, then perhaps an FGE study with some monitoring already in place with 
the BGS out is the alternative.  Steve Rainey thought that maybe the best way to 
proceed is to try and summarize in a page what that fallback contingency evaluation 
would be.  FGE horizontal distribution, what those fallback tests would include, and a 
short description of the benefit.  Tim Wik stated that the decision on radio tags needs to 
be made rather quickly so the vendor has time to get them made by the time they are 
needed.  Noah Adams stated that if the purchase order for radio tags is not in place by 
December, they can not get the April delivery dates.   
 
  Tim Wik stated that the original number one plan for the RSW test was a 
balloon tag test, a standard radio telemetry and hydro-acoustic monitoring, and the 3D 
acoustic tag tracking.  What he sees as the main options for this spring are the hydro-
acoustic and the standard radio telemetry.  He talked about the 3D acoustics tag 
tracking and Tim distributed handout #4 (see appendix 1), Alternative Research Options 
at Lower Granite during 2001.  Noah Adams stated this handout was a summary to give 
an idea of two options that can be done at Lower Granite.  Option A is to install with 
reduced tags and addressing seven issues.  Option B (unclear) application but 
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continuing to work on refining some of the software issues so that we are prepared for 
2002.  Option A will allow a reduction in tag numbers as well as some personnel and 
still allow full implementation of the system and working through a lot of the precision 
and accuracy concerns that were brought up at last year’s implementation.  Option B 
would allow working through a lot of the software application issues and some of the 
modeling as far as how to model a 3D hydrophone that will give the precision needed.  
Those assumptions would not be able to be tested if there is nothing in the water.  Lynn 
Reese asked how much savings there would be if they dropped 400 tags.  Noah Adams 
stated the tags were $225 each.  Discussion continued on hydrophones and tags.  
Steve Rainey stated that his own personal feeling was you can debug to some extent 
with option B, but can debug it further with option A.  Tim Wik stated there has been 
some discussion with Rock Peters and Tom Carlson.  Rock was not really supportive of 
any field test this year until the bugs have been worked out of the data already 
collected.  Noah Adams stated that some of it was with the data already collected, and 
some of it was with the computer modeling on the hydrophone density and working with 
the programmers to design the application that allows the designing of geometry for the 
hydrophone arrays ahead of time for installation (unclear) prior to the field season 
instead of waiting until after the field season.  Discussion continued on the hydrophones 
and radio telemetry.  Steve Rainey stated that they were trying to look closer at 
integration to the extent that they can really look at a more precise 3D location of fish 
when they do something distinct.  If the trackers can say this happened or this is a 
trend, this will probably pertain to design.  At the same time they could integrate that 
with the modeling and look at what is going on hydraulically at that point.  That would be 
a huge step forward in terms of what we need to make decisions about changing the 
design for better performance and better survival. 
 
  Noah Adams stated that the benefit at Lower Granite is all the fish come 
into the array.  If it is done at The Dalles or Bonneville, you only get 30 percent of the 
fish that come into the array.  At Lower Granite, 95 percent of the fish moved into the 
array.  Steve Rainey stated he thought option A was the best option because they were 
actually doing some tests in the field as well as making some refinements.  Discussion 
continued on acoustic testing and the radio tags and their assembly. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated that they had talked about doing an integration output 
with American modeling in 2001 with the sonic tags and still have not gotten a good look 
back at 2000 integration.   
 
  Bill Hevlin stated that they were interested in the radio tags and hydro 
acoustics and need to consider the (unclear) tags more. 
 
  Tim Wik stated they would plan on going forward with the purchase of radio 
tags at this time.  Noah Adams stated he would forward final numbers. 
 
  Lynn Reese gave a short overview of the work that is being done by WES 
on correlation of the biological data with the hydraulic numeric modeling that's going on. 
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  Steve Rainey asked about the integration that was supposed to occur for 
2000 between U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and University of Idaho (UI).  Lynn 
Reese stated that there was quite a bit of work trying to get the correct coordinate 
system to fit together and thinks that it was all finally worked through to where all the 
key players have the data.  There are just a few finer points that have to be done to 
insure that the latest data is out.  Noah Adams stated that there were some initial 
challenges as far as the coordinating system, but they have been resolved.  They have 
the data and are currently writing up the information.  Problems have been worked out 
and they are on schedule for the draft report coming out February 16, 2001.  Discussion 
continued on integration, analysis, tracking and screening fish, numerical modeling, and 
the draft report.  Steve Rainey stated that numerical modeling has given FFDRWG 
some good looks at flow field intensities near spill bay one.  Steve Anglea stated that in 
this year’s hydro-acoustic report, Bob Johnson has integrated the multi-beam data with 
the hydraulics for that region, and that will be included in the final report.  There will be a 
video attached showing the fly in down into the Lower Granite forebay and the 
telemetry, structures, water vectors and fish vectors, and showing how they go together.  
Discussion continued on numerical models.  Steve Rainey stated that the big expense 
for the numeric model is putting it together and getting it calibrated.  Once that is done 
you can feed it all kinds of information and use it.  Once it is there, it is not that much to 
go back in and make some different runs.  Discussion continued on numerical models.  
Bill Hevlin asked that somebody let him know if John Nessler was going to be giving a 
talk in Portland, as he would like to attend. 
 
  Dan Katz distributed handout #5 (see appendix 1) summarizing the short 
piece of video he was showing on Lower Monumental.  The video showed what the 
divers found in the stilling basin.  The video showed the erosion and undermining 
underneath the spill at bays one and two. 
 
3. Construction and Modifications. 
 
 a. McNary Collection Channel Bulkheads.  Kevin Crum distributed handout #6 
(see appendix 1), Construction Updates. 
 
  (1) McNary Cylindrical Dewatering Prototype.  Triad Mechanical is 
working on this project.  The contractor left the site last fall and would not come back 
until problems were resolved.  The problems are resolved, the contractor is back to 
work, and it looks like they have about 3 weeks of work to complete it.  There should be 
plenty of time to be ready for the debris effort and the biological effort.  There was 
discussion on what exactly the contractors are doing. 
 
  (2) McNary Juvenile Collection Channel Bulkheads.  Knerr Construction 
is working on this.  It was supposed to be done in 1 year, but only 12 of the 42 slots 
were completed because the dewatering bulkhead was redesigned.  A couple of them 
were built and tested.  As of this week, the contractor is done with the last one. 
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  (3) McNary Perforated Plate Replacement Contract.  This project is being 
done by S & R Industries.  This project is about one month behind.  They were required 
to have the two prototypes done by mid-December, and they ran into a quality control 
issue.  They are also having a problem finding bolts.  There was discussion on the perf 
plate replacements. 
 
  (4) Goose-Granite Perforated Plate Replacement Contract.  This project 
is being done by GTE Metal Erectors.  At Little Goose there are 11 screens completed, 
and at Lower Granite there are only 5 screens completed with four in progress.  The 
contractor says he can complete on time, however, the Corps is not so sure.  There was 
discussion on the perf plate replacements. 
 
 There was general discussion about tomorrow's agenda.  Bill Hevlin asked if the 
trash boom got in at Little Goose.  It was stated that yes, it was installed.  Steve Rainey 
stated that this year, in particular, there may not be any debris, but there could be some 
significant predators.  Rebecca Kalamasz stated that there was an electro fishing test 
scheduled, not a radio test.  Discussion continued on the debris containment.  Ann 
Setter asked about the modification of the orifice.  Steve Rainey stated that it was a 
proposal presented at Anadromous Fish Evaluation Program (AFEP). 
 
Thursday, January 25, 2001 
 
1. Program Updates. 
 
 a. Auxiliary Water Supply. 
 
  (1) Ice Harbor.  Kevin Crum distributed a one-page handout #1A (see 
appendix 1), Ice Harbor Emergency Auxiliary Water Supply.  Kevin noted that Cary 
Rahn is the new Project Manager.  He explained that he was filling in for Cary.  Kevin 
stated that the plans and specifications were all complete.  They still have specifications 
that need to include the schedule for the construction.  There was a debate at the last 
meeting about construction windows.  That is still being looked into, coordination needs 
to be done, etc.  That all was put on hold somewhat because funding was not available 
for this fiscal year until this week.  Funds became available at the first of the week so 
the contract can go forward now.  Kevin went through the schedule for construction 
shown on the handout.  Elements that can be started on right away are the crane 
components and the electrical components.  Kevin provided a description of what work 
will be done.  The south shore is getting mostly electrical work, and north shore work is 
installation of the cranes, additional electrical work, and mainly isolating the pump 
system.  There was discussion on the contract and the work that is to be done at Ice 
Harbor Lock and Dam (Ice Harbor). 
 
  Dave Hurson stated that everything has to be sequenced so that everything 
is done in the right order.  Discussion continued on the work to be done.   
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  Steve Rainey suggested that updates at the FFDRWG meetings would 
help, and they need to let Larry know in advance of each FFDRWG meeting. 
 
  (2) Lower Monumental.  Kevin Crum distributed handout # 2A (see 
appendix 1), Lower Monumental Lock and Dam.  Kevin stated that they identified some 
problems with the design on which they were working.  They are now at plans and 
specifications.  The decision was made that the alternative being developed needed to 
be stopped because there were issues with the pump, the intake in the tailrace, whether 
it needed to be screened, and the location being close to the adult entrance near unit 
six.  Some of the work done at Lower Granite has given them some good ideas that 
they would like to take advantage of at Lower Monumental.  Kevin stated they have a 
contractor taking a detailed look at the fishways, and they are also going to do a 
detailed hydraulic model.  That will be done at both Little Goose and Lower Granite.  
There was discussion on the detailed look at the fishways.  Sean Milligan stated the 
walk throughs have given them a much clearer understanding of how things work or 
need to work.  Discussion continued on the auxiliary water supply system.   
 
  Steve Rainey asked if there would still be access to the gates?   
 
  Dave Hurson stated that the only place there are gates on the Snake River 
is at Ice Harbor.  Discussion continued on the gates.   
 
  Kevin Crum stated that most of the information needed was on the handout.  
Dave Hurson stated that this year they are looking at buying all new gear boxes and 
pumps.   
 
  (3) Little Goose and Lower Granite.  Kevin Crum distributed handout #3A 
(see appendix 1), Little Goose – Lower Granite Phase II Technical Report.  Kevin stated 
that they received no comments on the Little Goose and Lower Granite summary report 
handed out at the last FFDRWG meeting.  They have started plans  and specifications 
with Sverdrup, as mentioned on Lower Monumental.  They are going to do a detailed 
hydraulic analysis of those systems.  At Little Goose they are installing new pumps in 
the intakes.  That is a fairly large job, and budget costs right now are over $6 million, but 
all the other alternatives were just as high or higher.  At Lower Granite, the 
recommended alternative was to use the three existing pumps, and there is enough 
capacity to run two pumps and keep one as a spare.  Pump one is still being repaired.   
 
   Steve Rainey asked if that was the one that is variable speed that just 
never operated? 
 
   Dave Hurson stated that it was never designed to operate at low tail 
water.  Discussion continued on the pump system at Lower Granite.   
 
   Steve Rainey asked if at Lower Granite the electrical system was in 
pretty good shape?   
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   Dave Hurson stated that some electrical upgrades are being done for 
the pumps.  Kevin Crum stated there was a Value Engineering (VE) study going on at 
Little Goose and the rest of the schedule should be at 60 percent.  This should be 
reviewed at the April FFDRWG meeting.  Advertising could be done at the end of this 
fiscal year to start installing during the next winter window.  Kevin stated that was not 
correct.  They would advertise before the next winter window, let contractors in, and 
then have bid opening in March 2002. 
 
   Larry Swenson asked about correspondence regarding what kind of 
pumps to use and whether they should be submersible.  Larry asked if anything more 
had been learned.   
 
   Kevin Crum stated that he had not heard anything but thought that 
was one of the things they were reviewing.  The project has a real preference, they do 
not want submersibles.  They are quite a bit less expensive, but that is a 
recommendation that comes out of VE.  Discussion continued on the different pumps at 
the various dams.   
 
   Steve Rainey asked if the bid opening for Ice Harbor was going to be 
in December.   
 
   Kevin Crum stated that for Ice Harbor it would be earlier, the intent 
was to have it in December, but, because there were not any funds at the start of the 
fiscal year, they were not able to do that.  Discussion continued on how much funding 
had been requested for the project.   
 
   Larry Swenson asked how the detailed hydraulic analyses tie into the 
preparation of the plans and specifications at Lower Monumental and Little Goose.   
 
   Kevin Crum stated that they were trying to expedite the hydraulic work 
and somewhat slow down the plans and specifications so there would not be an issue.  
They will have an initial look at the hydraulics in March.  There was discussion on the 
hydraulic modeling and calibrations. 
 
   Larry Swenson asked about the modeling being done at Lower 
Monumental and Little Goose.  Dave Hurson stated it could be done right now with 
existing conditions.  Larry Swenson then asked if after the modifications planned, are 
done will the models not be any good? 
 
   Dave Hurson stated they were looking at adding backup water supply, 
not changing the existing system.  Kevin Crum stated that it would be basically 
modeling what exists now.  They found in some cases on the Columbia River 
operational changes were enough to get them backup water.  He was optimistic 
because they have done those models and have a lot of experience so the first look at 
the model is going to be pretty close. 
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  (4) McNary Upgrade Study Team. 
 
   Dave Coleman stated that he and Jim Bluhm are Co-Program 
Managers on a study team called MUST (McNary Upgrade Study Team) with BPA and 
the Corps.  The reason for the study team is McNary is an old dam built in 1953 and has 
never had any rehabilitation.  There are problems with the turbines.  The Corps is 
considering ending their useful lives by replacing the windings with state-of-the-art 
which will increase generation using the same amount of water.  Using state -of-the-art 
turbines instead of the 1953 turbines would be more efficient - get more megawatts per 
gallon of water.  Replacing the existing system with the latest technology will yield more 
megawatts.  Another problem McNary has is a hydraulic bottleneck on the river.  Ice 
Harbor and Priest Rapids can run more water through their generators than McNary.  
John Day can pass more water.  They are going to try and do this and make it a 
friendlier fish passage.  There was discussion on this study. 
 
   Dave Coleman stated that the next meeting would be on the 15th.  
The big concern right now is the economics and how much in-depth study should be 
done.  The next phase is trying to put a finger on how much water will be at McNary.  
There was discussion on turbines and quantity of water. 
 
   Rebecca Kalamasz asked for questions associated with the general 
concept and the schedule. 
 
   Steve Rainey stated that they appreciated being advised of this.  His 
question was, what kind of a role and at what point would they envision for the 
agencies, and would it be to get updates periodically? 
 
   Dave Coleman stated that around April they should have the turbine 
and generator economic evaluation squared away and, at that time when they have 
more of plan, they will be meeting with Pete Poolman and get his staff involved with the 
environmental issues and fish issues, etc.  Dave also stated that this is a brand new 
project that is just getting started so there is no real plan for anything to be done; it is 
only in the study stage. 
 
   Rebecca Kalamasz stated that they were going to move the Separator 
Improvements above the Debris Program update, then they would do Extended 
Screens at Lower Monumental, then return to the original agenda. 
 
 b. Separator Improvements - McNary.  Dan Katz stated that this was a status 
report on the separator program.  Dan distributed handout #4A (see appendix 1), 
Evaluation Separator.  Dan stated last December the biological test reports were due.  
Coming up this spring, they have some modifications and testing at McNary and Ice 
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Harbor.  At McNary it is some modification to the existing separator and insert that will 
be able to be removed.   
 
 
 
  (Larry Swenson rejoined the meeting by phone.) 
 
  Operations have requested that they make the Ice Harbor test facility a 
permanent facility.  They have been instructed to look at painting Ice Harbor instead of 
removing it.  Painting would cost about the same as removing it.  They want it to 
become permanent so it can be used as an emergency bypass around the existing 
facility, and there would be no impact if left there.   
 
  Steve Rainey stated that what they have there currently is the main juvenile 
bypass and sample loop, which is the test separator.  Steve asked how this could be an 
emergency bypass. 
 
  Dan Katz stated that it could serve as bypass around the entire sample 
facility.  There is a main bypass, a sample facility, and a test facility, and they have 
requested that they leave the option of passage around the sample facility. 
 
  Steve Rainey stated you could do passage around the sample facility by 
maintaining flow all the way through the existing juvenile bypass system. 
 
  Dave Hurson stated he thought they were talking about if something 
happened to the drop gate or anything downstream, then, they would have a way to 
bypass that while they fix it.  There was discussion about the test facility.   
 
  Rebecca Kalamasz asked if there was anything else that had to be done 
besides the painting; any kind of maintenance?  Dan Katz stated that to his 
understanding the only thing necessary was the painting.  Lynn McComas stated that 
there are a lot of mechanical components, but they are pretty much the same 
specifications as the permanent facilities.  The maintenance is very minor. 
 
  Dan Katz stated that one task was to get ready to do painting this year.  The 
second task is to prepare the final separator report.  This is the last year of testing and 
evaluating various separator alternatives.  By the end of this fiscal year they intend to 
produce the final report that will summarize all the biological test results and provide a 
recommendation for either modifications or replacement of existing operational 
separators.  They are also looking at criteria for separator design at Lower Granite.  For 
Fiscal Year 2002, the facility at Ice Harbor will be painted, and prepare plans and 
specifications prepared for a high velocity separator at Lower Monumental.  There was 
discussion about the high velocity separator at Lower Monumental. 
 
  Steve Rainey asked what kind of efficiencies were at Little Goose and if 
they are similar to Lower Monumental?  Dave Hurson stated that it was much better.  
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There was discussion about the differences between Little Goose and Lower 
Monumental. 
 
  Dan Katz stated that this was not a final decision yet because they had 
another season of testing operational separators at McNary.  Discussion continued. 
 
  Dave Hurson asked when the final separator report on Ice Harbor would be 
done? 
 
  Lynn McComas asked if he meant for all the years that they have tested.  
Dave said, Yes.  Lynn stated that he had two reports still sitting in Seattle waiting to be 
edited, but Rebecca has the draft of both.  This year includes McNary and Ice Harbor 
together because that is how it was funded.  Rebecca Kalamasz stated that he was on 
schedule; they are just having trouble getting through the editing office on the final 
report.  Steve Rainey asked how long it had been sitting up there?  Lynn McComas 
stated that this year they finished 1997; he sends them to Seattle every year.  The 
discussion continued on the reports not yet back from Seattle.  Rebecca Kalamasz 
stated she had drafts. 
 
  Dan Katz stated that they are going ahead for planning purposes pending 
final results of the tests at McNary.  They are looking at constructing a high velocity 
separator at Lower Monumental in the fall of 2002 and operating in the spring of 2003.  
Some good separation conditions were found at Ice Harbor that improves efficiency and 
more or less eliminates injury rates.  Now they want to see if they can go a little bit 
better and look at some non-hydraulic conditions with those best hydraulic conditions.  
That is the purpose of the Ice Harbor testing.  The non-hydraulic conditions are lighting 
above the separator and sub-screen color.  There was discussion on light testing. 
 
  Dan Katz talked about the modifications of the operational separator at 
McNary.  Lynn McComas showed some Corps drawings.  Bill Hevlin asked where the 
shelf was going to go.  Lynn McComas showed on the slide where the shelf would go, 
stating that above that was the de-watering.  The A and B section is a separator, they 
were going to concentrate their test on the A section.  Lynn pointed out that the bars are 
contained in a frame and can be lifted out by undoing four bolts.  Lynn went over the 
slides, and there was discussion on the modifications.  Steve Rainey stated before the 
insert there was up-welling that provided quite a bit of flow down into the down well.  
Now, instead of a lot of flow, there will be a reduced flow going through that orifice, so 
there will be less flow.  His main concern is how it will work hydraulically.  Discussion 
continued on the slides and modifications.  Dave Hurson asked how deep the water 
level over the bars would be.  Lynn McComas stated it would be about the same point, 
but they would adjust the insert.  Discussion continued on water levels, dewatering, 
upwelling, and fluctuations.  Dan Katz stated that adding dewatering gives more 
flexibility.  It is possible to shut it off and put it back the way it was.  The idea is to have 
a separate valve control.  Discussion continued on the water levels.  Steve Rainey 
stated his concern was that in a permanent facility where you can not avoid some 
amount of surging, you will have to have an automated ability to adjust how much flow 
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you are pulling out immediately upstream at the separator bars or have somebody 
tweaking that all the time and standing there watching it.  Dave Hurson stated he 
thought the ideal thing to do was to have an Ice Harbor style flume de-waterer to control 
the drop gate.  Discussion continued.  Dan Katz stated that they were not trying to put in 
the ideal (unclear) control here.  They are trying to add a little bit more flexibility so that 
they have a potential for running less flow into the separator.  Steve Rainey asked if he 
meant for this test that they were not trying to solve permanent problems of surging.  
Dave Katz stated that was right.  The discussion continued on the water depth during 
this testing.  Bill Hevlin asked how many blocks there were in the study design.  Lynn 
McComas stated that there were four, in and out is two, lights on and off is two.  Dave 
Hurson asked how many repetitions?  Lynn McComas stated that it works out to about 
six repetitions of each one.  Dave Hurson asked how often during the season, and if it 
would be every 2 days for the whole spring?  Lynn McComas stated that was right.  
Rebecca Kalamasz stated then it would be 24 times.  Lynn McComas stated that was 
correct.  Dave Hurson asked what they would use for their sample and if it would be just 
a daily, 24-hour sample?  Lynn McComas stated that was the next thing they were 
going to get into.  They are not going to handle the fish; they are only going to look over 
the shoulder of the small ladder.  There was discussion on samples and fluctuations. 
 
  Dan Katz stated that he could see two hydraulic concerns.  One is coming 
down the volume exiting, and what that does to the velocities upstream.  Dan stated he 
had not run exact numbers on that, but they are approximately cutting the flow in half 
and also reducing the volume.  There was discussion on this first concern.  Steve 
Rainey suggested they talk about trajectory.  Dan Katz showed a slide explaining that it 
was just a crude look at the trajectory of the jet from the orifice.  There was discussion 
on the trajectory.  Lynn McComas stated the only fish they would handle would be to 
test for physiological changes or stress testing.  Steve Rainey commented he would like 
to arrange for Larry to come out and observe these hydraulic conditions in advance and 
touch all the bases, and when they are running a lot of fish through this thing, they need 
to establish a density criteria at which time you say we are just holding these fish up.  
There needs to be some sort of fail safe basis for saying we need to discontinue 
temporarily or discontinue for the rest of outmigration.  These bases need to be touched 
just in case that kind of thing happens.  There was discussion about density and 
possible problems.  Lynn McComas said he was having a problem finding a hospital 
that would give him decent turn around time for the physiological testing.  Rebecca 
Kalamasz stated she could get a hospital.  Discussion continued.  Steve Rainey asked 
when they would start their study.  Lynn McComas stated their start date was April 19.  
Dave Hurson asked when it would be ready to field test?  Brad Eby stated they thought 
they could have water up to the separator by March 1 this year. 
 
 c. Debris Program. 
 
  (1) McNary Gatewell Debris Model.  Sean Milligan gave a brief update on 
the debris model at McNary.  He passed around a sample of debris.  When they looked 
at the model, it appeared that the blend of debris they came up with works very well as 
far as how it visually behaves in the model.  It does not tend to float or sink, so it follows 
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the flow like most debris.  The first phase of testing the model was just baseline testing 
trying to establish the debris concentration that they wanted to test to compare 
alternatives in the second phase.  They started out with very high concentrations and 
testing to see how long it takes to plug the screen to the standard of 1.5 head 
differential on Vertical Barrier Screen (VBS) screens.  They are measuring debris 
quantity by weight.  They have finished the baseline testing and are ready to move into 
the next phase of testing, which is looking at some different alternatives.  During 
baseline testing there did not appear to be any new or unusual magical alternatives 
emerge as the solution.  One of the alternatives to look at is orifice shelter.  There was 
discussion on the McNary debris model.  Steve Rainey explained to Larry Swenson that 
what Sean was showing was a schematic of VBS, showing the different panels and how 
debris is plugging on them.  The upper four of six are accumulating debris more quickly 
than the lower two.  Discussion continued on the debris model. 
 
  (2) The VBS.  Sean Milligan showed a digital picture of the VBS.  The 
debris modeling takes longer than anticipated.  They think it will be close to the end of 
March when they finish getting data to come to a definite alternative.  There will be 
debris testing at Lower Granite in order to do some comparison between Lower Granite 
and McNary, in March before Portland District starts testing at John Day.  There was 
discussion on the test at Lower Granite.  Sean stated that everyone needs to be aware 
that after all their efforts in testing, none of the alternatives may be the magic answer for 
handling debris.  Discussion continued.  Sean stated that there was a variety of different 
tests or alternatives that they were going to try.  Steve Rainey asked if they would all be 
summarized in the report.  Sean Milligan sta ted, yes, it would be, and the report would 
be out sometime after the end of March.  Discussion continued on the debris testing.  
Bill Hevlin asked what an orifice shelter looked liked.  Sean Milligan drew him a picture 
and explained what it was and how it worked.  Discussion continued on the pros and 
cons of the orifice shelter. 
 
 d. Extended Screen – Lower Monumental.  Sean Milligan stated that the 
extended screens at Lower Monumental were actually new as opposed to being an 
update.  They are looking at the potential for installing an extended length screen 
system at Lower Monumental.  The primary reason for looking at that is because it is in 
the Bi-Op.  The plan is not to just jump in and design new screens for Lower 
Monumental.  They first want to look at the problem and see how it should be 
addressed.  Key issues include geometrical differences or similarities between Lower 
Monumental and other projects that already have extended screen systems, look at the 
potential for modeling, amounts of debris, gatewell flows, porosity plates, which size 
holes, etc.  They plan to have a preliminary outline for addressing the issues by the end 
of March, 90-percent report by the end of June, and a final report by mid August. 
 
 e. Adult Collection Channel Fallback.  Kevin Crum distributed handout #5A 
(see appendix 2), Adult Fallback Alternatives Concept Study (50-percent submittal) and 
handout #6A (see appendix 1), McNary Adult Fallback – Collection Channel.  Kevin 
stated they had a task order with HDR Engineering to look at three things.  They are 
looking at a 36-inch Passive Integrated Transponder Tag (Pit-Tag) design at McNary 
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and also the debris issue in the facility piping in the fish facility below McNary.  Kevin 
stated that by the next FFDWRG meeting they would be really close to final reports on 
recommendations on what is actually going to be done.  They are doing a study on the 
fish that fall back through the screen system and get into the collection channel.  They 
are looking for ways to move them out of there and where they need to go.  In the 
report, they asked for hand sketches, so the diagrams are just rough ideas of different 
concepts.  Any comments should be sent to Chuck Palmer.  They looked at five 
alternatives in the report.  One was a moving array of strobe lights to try to get a 
behavioral response and move fish downstream to exit through the fish facility bypass.  
Another was a fixed strobe light array where sequential lights would do the same thing.  
Another was a mechanical crowder system that periodically would kick into gear and 
physically move the fish downstream.  They looked at a couple of steep pass ladders at 
the end of the collection channel where the fish would move volitionally out of that area 
and either go to the forebay or to the tailrace.  When it was reviewed, neither of the 
strobe light options looked very good.  There were too many obstructions of the orifices 
in the collection channel.  They did not like the mechanical crowder either.  They are 
turning their attention to the steep pass ladders at the end of the collection channel.  
There is a lot less complexity, a lot less expense, and a lot less maintenance overall.  
There was discussion about the concept study.  Steve Rainey asked what kind of ride 
the fish have to the tailrace?  Dave Hurson stated that a slide is being proposed.  Steve 
Rainey stated he thought the concept study was moving in the right direction.  Kevin 
Crum stated that they were looking for comments to be sent back by February 8.  
Rebecca Kalamasz asked why they did not have both, to the forebay and the tailrace in 
the springtime to the tailrace in the summer and to the forebay in the fall?  Dave Hurson 
stated that in the fall the fish go all the way down below Bonneville and John Day.  
There was discussion on the fish going upstream or downstream and the tailrace versus 
the forebay.   
 
 f. Juvenile Fish Facility Improvements.   
 
  (1) McNary Facilities – 36 inch Pit Tag Detection Design.  Kevin Crum 
stated that HDR Engineering, under the same task order, is looking for locations for 36-
inch Pit-Tag detection on the juvenile line.  Kevin distributed handout #7A (see appendix 
1), McNary Fish Facility Improvements – 36 inch Pit-Tag Detection Design stating that a 
short version of the scope was on this handout.  He also distributed handout #8A (see 
appendix 2), Pit-Tag Detector Preliminary Design Study (30-percent submittal) stating 
that comments needed to be sent in to Chuck Palmer by February 8, 2001 at the given 
E-mail address.  They looked at five different locations for the system and developed a 
matrix of the advantages and disadvantages.  The recommended location in the report 
is location two, which is upstream from the separator.  Steve Rainey thought that was 
the best location.  Kevin Crum stated that the schedule is tied to the technology.  They 
plan to have everything done by the next FFDRWG meeting with a final report in March.  
Dave Hurson asked the source of funding?  Rebecca Kalamasz stated that it was 
originally sent to Portland District and we were not informed until November, so there 
were no funds set aside in the SCT prioritization.  The Corps is scrambling to find 
money left over from projects.  The Corps is already over program so it is unlikely, they 
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will have money to do this unless some money comes from somewhere really quickly.  
They have been talking with NMFS to see if it can be phased in, maybe in small 
increments, depending on the cost.  Dave Hurson asked what they were asking them to 
do.  Rebecca Kalamasz stated that there were two phases to the study.  There is the 
Pit-Tag detector development for a full flow bypass system and one for surface 
collection type facilities.  There was discussion on the Pit-Tag detector development.  
Steve Rainey asked if Earl was ready to go.  Rebecca Kalamasz stated that he was just 
waiting for money.  Dave Hurson stated that according to Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) they are responsible for the funding with BPA.  Discussion continued on the 
funding of the Pit-Tag detector development.  Kevin Crum stated the one thing that 
needed to be re-emphasized on the Pit-Tag was the primary bypass where the fish will 
be detected and then bypassed to the river under primary bypass criteria.  There was 
discussion on the primary bypass detector. 
 
  (2) Debris Plugging.  Kevin Crum distributed handout #9A (see appendix 
1), McNary Fish Facility Improvements – Debris Plugging, and handout #10A (see 
appendix 2), Debris Plugging Preliminary Design Study (30-percent submittal).  After the 
last FFDRWG meeting in October, the scope was expanded to cover some issues.  
They had HDR Engineering look at three levels of design.  Level one was not changing 
the existing piping levels, configuration, or sizes.  They are looking at way to get access 
to the pipes and ensure they are not clogging.  Level two was not changing to a different 
criteria, keeping with the secondary bypass criteria.  However, they are looking at re-
routing lines, bringing them above ground where they go underground, which is where 
most of the problems are, and providing access to clean them.  Level three was to 
redesign the whole facility from the separator on down with primary bypass criteria.  
There was discussion on the different levels.  Steve Rainey asked if there was a turn-
around time on the preliminary study?  Kevin Crum stated that comments are needed 
back to Chuck Palmer by February 8, 2001. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:20 p.m. 
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APPENDIXES. 
 
 a. Appendix 1 includes those handouts distributed by speakers and referenced 
in the minutes, including the following: 
 
  (1) Agenda.  Rebecca Kalamasz. 
 
  (2) Handout #1.  From Dan Katz, Lower Monumental DGAS and Erosion. 
 
  (3) Handout #2.  From Kevin Crum, Lower Granite - Removable Spillway 
Weir Construction Schedule Issues/Update. 
 
  (4) Handout #3.  From Kevin Crum, Lower Granite SBC Modifications for 
2001. 
 
  (5) Handout #4.  From Tim Wik, Alternative Research Options at Lower 
Granite Dam during 2001. 
 
  (6) Handout #5.  From Dan Katz, Lower Monumental Lock and Dam 
Erosion Video Notes. 
 
  (7) Handout #6.  From Kevin Crum, Construction Updates;  McNary 
Cylindrical Dewatering Prototype, McNary Juvenile Collection Channel Bulkheads, 
McNary Perforated Plate Replacement Contract, and Goose-Granite Perforated Plate 
Replacement Contract. 
 
  (8) Handout #1A.  From Kevin Crum, Ice Harbor Emergency Auxiliary 
Water Supply. 
 
  (9) Handout #2A.  From Kevin Crum, Lower Monumental Lock and Dam. 
 
  (10) Handout #3A.  From Kevin Crum, Little Goose - Lower Granite Phase 
II Technical Report. 
 
  (11) Handout #4A.  From Dan Katz, Evaluation Separator. 
 
  (12) Handout #6A.  From Kevin Crum, McNary Adult Fallback - Collection 
Channel. 
 
  (13) Handout #7A.  From Kevin Crum, McNary Fish Facility Improvements 
- 36" Pit Tag Detection Design. 
 
  (14) Handout #9A.  From Kevin Crum, McNary Fish Facility Improvements 
- Debris Plugging. 
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 b. Appendix 2 includes a complete copies of reports distributed by speakers 
and referenced in the minutes, including the following: 
 
  (1) Handout #5A.  From Kevin Crum, McNary Lock and Dam, Adult 
Fallback Alternatives Concept Study. 
 
  (2) Handout #8A.  From Kevin Crum, McNary Lock and Dam, Pit Tag 
Detector Preliminary Design Study. 
 
  (3) Handout #10A.  From Kevin Crum, McNary Lock and Dam, Juvenile 
Fish Facility, Debris Plugging Preliminary Design Study. 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #1 

Lower Monumental DGAS and Erosion 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #2 

Lower Granite - Removable Spillway Weir 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #3 

Lower Granite SBC Modifications for 2001 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #4 

Alternative Research Options at Lower Granite Dam During 2001 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #5 

Lower Monumental Erosion Video Notes 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #6 

Construction Updates 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #1A 

Ice Harbor Emergency auxiliary Water Supply 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #2A 

Lower Monumental Lock and Dam 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #3A 

Little Goose - Lower Granite Phase II Technical Report 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #4A 

Evaluation Separator 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #6A 

McNary Adult Fallback - Collection Channel 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #7A 

McNary Fish Facility Improvements - 36" Pit Tag Detection Design 
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Appendix 1 
Handout #9A 

McNary Fish Facility Improvements - Debris Plugging 
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Appendix 2 
Handout # 5A 

McNary Lock and Dam Adult Fallback Alternatives Concept Study 
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Appendix 2 
Handout #8A 

McNary Lock and Dam Pit Tag Detector Preliminary Design Study 
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Appendix 2 
Handout #10A 

McNary Lock and Dam Juvenile Fish Facility Debris Plugging Preliminary Design Study 
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