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Actions Items 

 

• Gary Whalen will talk with the NFHAP Science & Data committee to determine the 

process and procedures for making changes to the GIS base layers to help ensure data 

standardization.   

 

• Reed will look-up and distribute the USGS Water Body list to the Science & Data 

Committee members.  The list gives the official names of water bodies across the US.  
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Attendees: 

Jeff Boxrucker, ODWC  

Gary Whalen, MDNR 

Karl Hess, USFWS 

Kurt Kuklinski, OK Dept of Wildlife Cons. 

Gene Gilliland, OK Dept of Wildlife Cons. 

Joey Slaughter, Georgia Power 

Scott Robinson, SARP 

Brent Hess, GA DNR 

Steve Miranda, Mississippi State Univ. 

Pete Esselman, Michigan State Univ. 

Brian McRae, NC Wildlife Res. Comm. 

Reed Green, USGS 

Colton Dennis, Ak Game & Fish Comm. 

Stan Todd, AK Game & Fish Comm. 

Melissa Kanitz, LA Dept Wildl & Fisheries 

Jesse Bahm, LA Dept Wildlife & Fisheries 

Mike Wood, LA Dept Wildlife & Fisheries 

Rachael Muir, USGS 

Cecilia Lewis, USFWS 

Phone: 

Jeff Ross, KY Fish & Wildlife Dept.

 

Meeting purpose:  Review status of past reservoir assessment work. Review proposed 

reservoir assessment work by Steve Miranda and Reed Green. Discuss ideas on how to 

obtain and use new data sources for inclusion into the reservoir national assessment. 

 

Jeff Boxrucker –Introduction and overview  

• Summary:  Jeff gave overview of the results from the preliminary test survey sent 

out to eight pilot states.  The purpose of the test survey was identify reservoir 

characteristics that are most important to a thorough assessment of the condition of 

reservoirs across the US.  The 8 states that were chosen to participate in the test 

survey were:  California, North Carolina, Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Kansas, 

Kentucky, and Iowa.  

 

• Objectives of the national assessment 

1. Develop methods to quantify and qualify 

2. Develop database 

3. Merge with the nation assessment 

 

• Results of the national assessment 

1. ID the most intact systems 

2. ID impaired systems 

3. ID the impaired systems that are most cost-effective to fix 

 

• Efforts of the RFHP, SARP, and other partnerships are complimentary.  We should 

communicate to ensure that efforts are not duplicated. We are not competing for the 

same funds, although we may work on the same watersheds.                                     

 

• Using Miranda’s reservoir index to classify reservoirs across the country, 8 states 

agreed to participate in the survey.  The survey was designed to gather information 

on the impairment factors of reservoirs > 200 acres. 
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• The majority of reservoirs in the test study fell in the middle of the scale (not 

impaired to impaired) 

 

• The data from the survey was used to perform a factor analysis.  Once the 

characteristics that impair reservoir health were indentified, a cluster analysis was 

performed to determine whether there were any reservoirs that aggregated 

together based on similar attributes.  Five clusters were identified in the analysis. 

 

Steve Miranda -Reservoir Classification System (Presentation available here) 

• Justification for classification (see slides) 

• There are several approaches to classify reservoirs (see slides) 

• Variables that affect fish habitat in reservoir (see slides) 

• Variables that affect fish habitat from outside reservoir (see slides) 

• Ways to quantify all the factors that influence the status of reservoirs 

• Miranda’s initial research on reservoir impairments identified five major factors.   

• Miranda will expand on the 5 factors by expanding the 14 question survey 

o He would also like to expand the survey to include questions on the 1) 

tailrace, 2) fish assemblage and fisheries, and 3) to reservoirs > 250 acres.  

He will use multiple scaling systems for survey question responses.  For 

example, multiple choice… 

• Reed Green will work on identifying external environmental variables (geography, 

physiography, etc) that influence reservoir condition and strengthen our ability to 

classify reservoirs  

• Gary Whalen has suggested that we use benchmarks to determine if a reservoir is 

impaired.  For example, we can give survey participants benchmarks to compare 

their reservoirs to, and thus avoid  non-responses to questions where respondents 

may be unsure if the present condition or factor is good or bad. By using 

benchmarks, respondents can make informed responses that are referenced to 

other reservoirs.  He also commented, that using benchmarks will potentially allow 

us to identify potential impairments that are not as serious as we initially assume.  

• Steve Miranda will be bringing a new student on board to help develop and 

implement the new survey and survey analysis.  The student, Rebecca Burch, will 

start in June 2010. 

• The survey will be administered through Survey Monkey.  

• The length of the survey has been a concern.  We will likely only get about 30 

minutes per reservoir.  This new data set will also be analyzed using multivariate 

analysis and a scoring system.  

• Would like to start a website to start getting information  

• Steve believes that this process should take about one year to produce the final 

report 

• Once Steve Miranda has created the survey, it will go to Jeff Boxrucker for 

distribution to regional workgroup representatives.   The survey will be distributed 

through the regional workgroups with a return date of two weeks from the 

distribution date.  
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o NFHAP would like to have interim products by Oct 2010 to include in the 

NFHAP National Habitat Assessment 

o Steve Miranda believes that he will have information by fall 2010  

• There were a few points made by the meeting participants in regards to the survey 

distribution.   

o Busy times for sampling in the northern part of the US tend to be 

March/April through July with a lull in mid late summer.  Then busy again in 

the fall.   

o Another member suggested splitting the survey into two parts.  

Administering the most important parts of the survey first and leaving the 

follow-up questions for the second phase. 

o There were concerns that the western states and northeast states will not 

give this survey as high a priority and that reservoir sizes and numbers will 

likely effect response times (one day vs. several days) 

o It is important to mention the benefits of contributing information to the 

national reservoir assessment effort.  This point will have to be mentioned in 

the cover letter for the survey.  The letter should be drafted and addressed 

from the regional workgroup representatives.  

 

Reed Green (Presentation available here) 

• Summary:  Reed Green has several datasets but needs some direction about what 

variables to pull out, which datasets to use, etc.  He presented a list of potentially 

useful datasets and the last known updates to the databases.  Reed also encouraged 

group discussion about the types of data he currently has, the types of data we still 

want to obtain, and how to analyze that data. 

• NID data set has dams that meet the following criteria (See slides) 

o Draw back for the dataset.  The lat/longs are not always in the correct location.   

• There are 60 NID fields that describe physical and regulatory aspects of the actual 

dams in the dataset.  The dams are linked to NHD reach information and can be linked 

to a variety of NHD attributes.  

• Reed pointed out that we are only dealing with publically accessible reservoirs 

(lakes).  

• USGS SPARROW database (released in 1990) gives several pieces of information like 

actual water uses.   

• SARP has contracted work for the land use GIS layers in the southeast (polygons) 

• The MSU group (NFHAP Science & Data Committee) is also working on reconciling 

some of the NHD+ data by fixing the polygons. 

o SARP may not need to continue with its efforts b/c it is a duplication of MSUs 

work on reconciling the polygons. 

o Gary Whelan stated that the NFHAP Science and Data Committee will develop 

more detailed polygons that will then be incorporated into the national 

database.  Peter Esselman, who works on the NFHAP National Habitat 

Assessment committee, would like to ask that everyone use the NHD+ as the 

standard base layer.  
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o Gary Whalen will talk with the NFHAP Science & Data committee to determine 

the process and procedures for making changes to the GIS base layers.   

• What datasets will we use to populate the models?  

o Datasets tend to give different values for the same attribute or the values have 

changed over time 

o The dataset you use will need to have some sort of metadata.  In the absence of 

metadata you make a determination of which value(s) to use for modeling 

purposes based on what seems to be the most accurate (i.e. Clustering around a 

particular value) 

• Reed will work with the datasets from the lower 48 states.  Steve would like to combine 

his data with Reed’s data for an “in-lake and out-of-lake” classification.  Steve will use 

the information that we currently have at this time. 

• Comments from meeting attendees in relation to data standardization and data analysis 

o Suggestion (Gary) Use the USGS official name of reservoirs to standardize 

reservoir names in datasets.  The USGS Water Body list gives the official names 

of water bodies.  Alternatively, you can create a synonym table.  Reed will look-

up the list and distribute to the committee. 

o Suggestion (Karl) Use a nested classification system that might be region-based 

but have nested within each region the distribution of geo-physiographic types. 

o Suggestion (Gary) Build classification system based on physical factors and then 

move into other potential system impairments.  This approach will help simplify 

the classification process. 

o Suggestion (Steve) Classification based on geography.  Some factors can be 

addressed by considering the geographic location of reservoirs. 

 

Gary Whelan -Perspectives on the datasets that he has worked with (Presentation available 

here) 

• He has examined four different datasets:   

o Biologist Survey 

� Incomplete 

� Multiple reservoir names 

o National Inventory of Dams 

� Issues with georeferencing 

� Partial data 

o USGS Reservoir Database 

� Small database 

o Internet 

� Variable amounts of information but good for error checking.  

• Variables –physical characters of Reservoir for classification purposes only 

o Location –Where the reservoir is in the watershed 

o Size –makes difference in how sediments are processed 

o Processing time –the hardest variable to get from the states, the hydrologic 

data tends to be poor   

� The data is necessary b/c it makes a large difference in the processing 

taking place in the reservoir 
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� Suggestion:  (Gary) Use dam width/dam height ratio � will give you 

an idea of what type of reservoir you have. Also physiographic 

classification published by In-Fisherman very useful.  

� Suggestion: Use age of construction instead of impoundment age 

• Overall Gary has given suggestions on which variables would be the best to use for 

the purposes of the classification and assessment (modeling and analysis).  Variable 

he thinks will work in a short amount of time from a physiogeographic perspective  

o Suggests that we focus the assessment on the 4 major variables he presented 

as a starting place. 

• Gary presented results from the Great Lakes Glacial Lakes Lake Assessment.  The 

variable used in this classification system:  1) Temp (growing season) 2) size 3) 

location and 4) retention ratios (time) 

• Coming Attractions:   

o Climate Change Model (coming in 2013) Will focus on how climate change 

will affect fish distribution 

o NFHAP: Initial check point for the assessment will be December 2010 

• Peter will present some of the work he is doing with the MSU (Presentation 

available here) 


