
 

Meeting Minutes 
February 10, 2026 

 
Hosted in-person at the Fremont County Annex 
Building in St. Anthony, ID and hybrid via Zoom 

 

Attendance 

• 23 in-person 
• 24 via Zoom 

Introductions and Community Building 

Aaron Dalling, Henry’s Fork Watershed Council co-facilitator on behalf of Fremont-Madison Irrigation 
District, welcomed everyone to the hybrid meeting. The group went through introductions and then 
called for a moment of silence before opening for announcements and community building. 

Announcements 

• Jan Brown shared about the stress she is observing in her community—emotionally related to 
divorces and economically. She pondered about the need for gentleness with one another. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Harriman Trails Initiative: A Conceptual Redesign of the Harriman Trail System 
Jan Brown (Friends of Harriman State Park) and Brett Rannow (CRO Planning and Design) 

Jan Brown began the presentation sharing her background and connection to Harriman State Park. 
Jan has worked in and around Harriman State Park since the late 1970s, first with the Conservation 
Corps, then as the first park interpretive specialist when the park opened in 1982, and later joined 
the Friends of Harriman board after retiring due to a long-standing personal commitment to the park. 
 
Jan noted that Harriman State Park was gifted to Idaho with strict conditions, specifically noting that 
it must remain a place for wildlife preservation, not commercialized or “honky tonk,” and includes 
a no-hunting provision. However, Jan characterized Harriman as “discovered” and as now  
facing unprecedented recreational pressure, making adherence to the gift conditions critical. 
 
Jan provided an orientation to why Friends of Harriman State Park was formed in 2010–2011, sharing 
that the group was created in response to political threats. Threats included a proposal to move Parks 
& Recreation under the Department of Lands (reducing its status) and a proposal for the governor, 
rather than a commission, to appoint the parks director. These changes risked violating the Harriman 
gift agreement, potentially losing the park and repaying the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Friends of Harriman’s role is both to defend the gift terms and to raise funds for the Park. Jan shared 
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FHSP’s major investment history, including bridge replacements and trail resurfacing. In total, nearly 
$1 million has been invested by Friends and partners, not by the state. 
 
For Harriman’s 40th dedication anniversary in 2022, Friends distributed 10,000 informational 
documents and conducted community/online surveys. Surveys showed the public and donors 
strongly wanted the trail system evaluated. During COVID, Harriman saw a surge in horseback riding 
and mountain biking, leading to downcut and unauthorized trails. GPS work revealed 27+ miles of 
unauthorized trails, more than doubling the formal system and causing habitat fragmentation. In 
recognizing a multi-jurisdictional, heavily used trail system that was never properly laid out, Friends 
ran a national RFP in 2024 and hired CRO Planning and Design on a 21-month contract, fully funded 
by Friends. For this new plan, Idaho Parks & Recreation, Idaho Fish & Game, and the Caribou–Targhee 
National Forest are set up as co-equal members of the core team, alongside Friends of Harriman, 
each representing their management priorities. 
 
Before handing the presentation off to Brett, Jan presented key questions going forward: 

• Will Idaho Parks & Recreation implement a trail plan funded and developed by an 
independent nonprofit? (Given a previous 2004 trail management plan was never 
implemented or even known to some later park managers). 

• How can the Watershed Council help ensure that state and federal agencies recognize 
Harriman’s exceptional ecological value (trumpeter swans, grizzly, curlew, elk habitat) and 
support responsible recreation that protects these resources? 

 
Brett Rannow introduced himself as a senior planner at CRO Planning and Design. CRO specializes 
in outdoor recreation planning, particularly park and trail systems, and has completed projects 
across the United States. CRO is leading the Harriman Trail System Management Plan and aims to 
create a roadmap for managing and maintaining the Harriman trail system (which spans both state 
park and Forest Service land); evaluate existing trails and recommend ways to repair damaged trails, 
handle increased use, enhance visitor experience, minimize wildlife impacts, and ensure long-term 
ecological and recreational sustainability; ensure all key agencies (Idaho Parks & Recreation, Fish & 
Game, US Forest Service) are aligned and confident in the recommendations. 
 
The project runs from September 2024 through May 2026 and is now approaching its final stages. 
Brett acknowledged the thoughtful, methodical process and generous timeline Friends laid out in 
their RFP for thoughtful project completion given that many contracts don’t give firms the opportunity 
to sit down and ruminate on the approach to take to head in the proper direction. 
 
Brett oriented the audience to the project process and phases. Phase 1 focused on a public outreach 
plan and included identifying the core working team from each agency; mapping out managers, 
stakeholders, and user groups to engage; designing methods to reach these audiences (events, 
surveys, etc.). Outcomes from Phase 1 included Outcomes included: establishing consistent 
communication among Idaho Parks & Rec, Forest Service, Fish & Game, and Friends of Harriman; 
notable improvement in cross-agency collaboration, especially between Idaho Parks & Rec and the 
Forest Service; identifying 20+ stakeholder groups and 10 outreach events to gather broad public 
input over the life of the project. 
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In Phase 2, the team created a detailed scoping and work plan outlining project steps, assumptions, 
roadblocks, site visits, roles, and timeline so everyone shared a clear direction before starting field 
work. The work plan was later amended to add in-person surveys in summer 2025, providing an 
additional layer of data. Overall, about nine months were devoted to intensive assessment and data 
collection before drafting any recommendations. Analysis focused on: 
 

• Ecology: Wildlife habitat and resource conditions across the trail system. 
• Spatial trail conditions: Mapping and classifying trails and conditions 
• Concessionaire use: Assessed the horseback riding concessionaire and its effects on use 

and impacts 
• Public use/experience 
• Management framework: 

• Reviewed Harriman State Park agreement, Idaho Parks & Rec master plan, the old 
trail master plan, wildlife/action plans, and the Caribou–Targhee NF plan. 

• Interviewed the park manager about operations, staffing, fleet, and finances to 
ensure recommendations are realistic and fundable. 

• Regional context: Opportunities to connect Harriman’s trails to the wider regional network 
(requiring Forest Service collaboration). 

• Funding: Surveyed state, local, regional, federal, and private grants and funding 
opportunities tied to potential trail improvements. 

 
The purpose of this work was to build a strong, data-driven basis for recommendations that are 
ecologically sound, operationally realistic, financially feasible, and genuinely useful for park 
managers making future decisions. 
 
Brett shared results of user surveys. Respondents 1) largely support seasonal trail closures to protect 
wildlife, showing strong wildlife stewardship values, 2) say the trail system offers high-quality 
experiences, and 3) the trails provide a strong place attachment. According to the survey, trail 
maintenance was rated twice as important as building new trails—people want existing trails fixed 
before adding more—with the Ranch Loop identified as a top priority for maintenance across all user 
groups. Visitors also highly prioritize better trail communication and information (e.g. clearer info 
about conditions, closures, and routes). On-site surveys demonstrated a clear depend for improved 
wayfinding signage and more scenic observation points along the trails. 
 
Surveys also noted that user conflict in Harriman State Park is real, but limited in frequency. About 
half of repeat visitors have experienced some kind of conflict; the other half have not. On average, 
conflicts occur in roughly 5–10% of visits. Conflicts are concentrated in front-country areas near 
parking and high-use loops—especially the ranch parking lot, Ranch Loop, and River Trail near the 
Henry’s Fork. Conflicts drop off farther out in the system. In classifying conflicts and behaviors, Brett 
shared conflicts often occur within the same user group. When conflicts occur between groups, 
common pairs are biker–hiker and horseback–hiker. The top single conflict issue (≈28%) is visitors 
with dogs, which are not allowed on Harriman trails or outside parking lots; people report seeing this 
about 1 in 10 visits. Other frequent issues: people going off-trail, being too loud or too close to 
wildlife, not yielding, or moving too fast. These reflect concern for wildlife, solitude, and quiet. 
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Group-size and crowding issues exist but are less frequent (generally ≤10% of visits). When probed 
on how visitors want conflicts handled, The most popular response was to do nothing—many see 
conflict as part of recreating with others. Next most supported were “soft” management tools: 
designated trails/routes by activity (some separation of uses); more education and etiquette 
messaging. Least popular options were “heavy-handed” tools: restricting trail access, widening 
trails, or creating limited-entry systems. 
 
In terms of preferred infrastructure and amenities, user surveys found that people strongly 
want better directional signage and markers; the current numbered system makes wayfinding 
difficult. There is also interest in more scenic viewpoints, while interpretive signs are viewed 
neutrally. Less popular options included more trash cans, benches, seating, and kiosks—suggesting 
visitors want Harriman to remain lightly developed and self-navigated, with minimal signs of human 
build-out. 
 
Brett shared Dr. Simona Picardi’s wildlife review. Current spring closures on the east side of Harriman 
effectively protect ground-nesting birds. Additional seasonal closures for elk and other ungulates are 
warranted given how important and sensitive the habitat is. Human–bear conflict is a top priority: 
There is a real possibility of grizzly encounters at Harriman, especially with more new users. 
Maintaining strong bear-safety education is identified as an ongoing, top management priority. 
 
Trail assessments identified habitat fragmentation and off-trail use. Social/unofficial trails are 
“spider-webbing” through sensitive areas and fragmenting habitat. Therefore, tThe plan emphasizes: 
closing social trails in sensitive zones; encouraging people to stay on designated trails to reduce 
wildlife stress and resource damage; esigning routes (e.g., for the horse concessionaire) to 
concentrate use on less sensitive, more durable trails while still offering high-quality experiences. 
 
In speaking with managers relative to visitor commentary, limited capacity was a common theme. 
Visitors want consistent winter grooming and clear communication about when it happens. In reality, 
grooming is vulnerable to equipment failures and competing staff priorities, creating a gap between 
expectations and what the park can reliably deliver. More broadly, summer trail crews (IDPR) are 
mostly tied up with routine maintenance and safety work; they have limited capacity for large trail 
projects. Additionally, IDPR’s internal funds are limited, so outside help and grants are essential. The 
plan stresses that IDPR cannot implement major trail improvements alone. Brett’s assessment also 
highlighted the lack of visitor-use data for the park. Harriman lacks trail or vehicle counters, so the 
team had no reliable, continuous data on visitation patterns. CRO recommends building better 
visitor-count systems to support future, data-driven decisions. 
 
Brett shared the results to the trail condition review. The system includes singletrack, doubletrack, 
gravel trails (like the John Muir Trail), and old ranch roads now used as trails. The team walked 50+ 
miles of unmapped/unofficial routes and identified about 26.5 miles of user-created 
trails connected to the system (concessionaire routes, angler access paths, and informal 
connectors), forming a dense “spider web.” The main physical trail issue was drainage. Poor drainage 
→ wet trails → heavy use on wet ground → puddling and trenching → users walk around puddles → trail 
widening/braiding. Many problems can be addressed by re-treading trails and adding well-designed 
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drainage features. Unfortunately, the horseback concessionaire is a primary contributor to the more 
severe trail impacts, due to repeated, high-volume use (wagon trains, etc.). The team is designing 
specific concessionaire routes that use more resilient trail segments; concentrate rather than 
spread impacts, and still allow a high-quality, wide-ranging visitor experience. Trail mapping 
highlighted a dense network of redundant, parallel user-created trails relative to official trails. The 
final plan anticipates working with IDPR and USFS to strategically decommission many of these 
redundant routes. 
 
In assessing Harriman East, there are no official mapped trails, but the team has identified recreation 
opportunities. Fish Pond is seen as a good, family-friendly alternative fishing spot—less regulated 
and easier for inexperienced anglers than the Henry’s Fork, with plenty of informal access paths to 
the water. There is potential to create a loop trail that would connect the Pine Haven 
neighborhood to Osborne Bridge and formalize existing social/angler access trails into a 1–2 mile 
official route. A new loop and better routing could reduce conflicts and safety risks. Currently, some 
residents walk along a path right next to the highway, raising roadkill and grizzly-attraction risks. 
These are viewed as longer-term projects, since survey feedback shows people want existing trails 
maintained first before adding new ones. Any future development should be 
done collaboratively with local residents, the Forest Service, and Fish & Game. 
 
After nine months of study, Brett’s team concluded that Harriman’s trail system is already “magical” 
and does not need radical redesign. The goal is to refine and strengthen what exists, not to rebuild it. 
They want to preserve a primitive, lightly developed feel, avoid over-development and 
over-regulation, and prioritize wildlife protection while improving trail resilience and reducing 
conflicts between users and between users and wildlife. Recommendations must be realistic and 
achievable within available resources, relying on collaboration and outside funding/support rather 
than expecting IDPR to do everything alone. The team is now finalizing the conceptual trail redesign, 
incorporating recent feedback from IDPR to ensure the park is fully comfortable with the plan it will 
be expected to implement. 
 
Brett completed the presentation noting that they are currently in the design recommendations 
phase. Focus areas include: 
 

• Improve the existing network, not rebuild it: better design, signage, and communication. 
• Reduce unmapped/social trails that harm safety, wildlife, and recreation quality, 

while converting a few to official trails where appropriate. 
• Improve trail navigability and wayfinding with clearer routes and maps. 
• Different routes by activity/experience (e.g., recommended loops for bikers, hikers, horses). 
• Add low-key rest spots and viewpoints (simple benches), maintaining a non-overdeveloped 

feel. 
• Rein in unofficial angler access by concentrating river access at hardened sites, then 

educating users about using those points. 
• Improve safety, boundary, and courtesy signage, especially: 

• Clarifying Forest Service vs. state park boundaries and related rules (e.g., no e-bikes 
on Forest Service trails). 
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• Posting etiquette and pedestrian-safety signage where users most often encounter 
each other. 

• Update trailside and online maps so navigation is intuitive and visually clear. 
• Explore future opportunities at Harriman East, as previously described. 
 

Final recommendations are currently under review by IDPR and the Forest Service, who are giving 
detailed feedback. This close scrutiny is seen as a positive sign that agencies are taking the plan 
seriously and are more likely to implement it. 
 
Next, the team is building an Operations and Maintenance Plan to translate design concepts 
into implementation steps: 

• Trail-by-trail, segment-by-segment list of maintenance needs (e.g., where to add drainage, 
where to add signs). 

• A short-, medium-, and long-term schedule that orders which trails to address first based on 
public input and need. 

• Routine maintenance schedules/checklists for crews to use, so they can track work and 
build long-term condition data. 

• Cost estimates for improvements, using per-foot or per-area assumptions. 
• Identification of funding sources (grants and other external resources) to help pay for those 

improvements, acknowledging IDPR’s limited budget. 
 
Key project outputs will include: 

• A detailed existing-conditions assessment (~150 pages) with data on use, priorities, and 
conditions. 

• A long-range trail system plan that: 
• Improves and protects the trail system while sustaining high-quality visitor 

experiences. 
• Provides actionable strategies for collaboration between IDPR, the Forest Service, 

Fish & Game, Friends of Harriman, and others. 
• Promotes water-responsible and wildlife-conscious recreation. 

The assessment is currently available (e.g., via Friends of Harriman) for managers or interested 
stakeholders who want all the technical detail. 
 
Before moving on to questions, Jan Brown added that historically, all Harriman trails have been open 
to all users (no activity-specific restrictions), which worked when visitation was low. Post-COVID, use 
has surged, especially from E-bikers, mountain bikers, and private horseback riders (some coming 
multiple times per week). This increased, often unmanaged use has led to about 27 miles of 
user-created trails, which fragment wildlife habitat and increase the risk of visitors getting 
lost because they can’t easily distinguish official from unofficial routes. The core issue now is how 
to manage this “discovered” popularity while maintaining Harriman’s quality and ecological integrity. 
 
 
Q&A: The Harriman Trails Initiative 
• Kara Cafferty asked about feedback from Nordic ski patrol. 



Henry’s Fork Watershed Council Meeting 
February 10, 2026 | Page 7 of 20 

o Jan Brown shared that patrol members have been relevant to the conversation. They have 
shown up to some of the open houses and allowed FHSP to have a table at last year’s 
Banff Film Festival to recruit for the online survey. There has been good feedback from 
Nordic ski patrol. Jan also noted a willingness to expand bike patrol, particularly if 
Harriman is going to rely on user cooperation rather than regulation. There will be 
recommended bike routes and recommended horse routes that reduce potential for 
conflict and Harriman will have to rely on user cooperation to comply. There will be bike 
maps to keep them off concessionare trails, for example.  

o Kara Cafferty followed up saying that Nordic ski patrol has used more of a carrot 
approach and present an opportunity for leveraging long-time knowledge. 

o Jan Brow’s s hope is that FHSP can spend time with patrol to help implement new trails 
names. 

o Brett Rannow added that Nordic ski trail improvements will come from trail design. He 
emphasized that drainage is an issue that affects both summer and winter trails. Brett 
has spoken with the executive director of the XC Skiiers Association about this topic and 
the team wants to make sure to engage with Nordic ski patrol for educational efforts. 

• Lee Mabey noted that “funding is always an issue, but money is never the problem.” He added 
that FHSP has done well getting money for bridges—very capital, costly improvements. But Lee 
asked if there is any ability to get funds for trail maintenance through concessionaires. 

o Brett Rannow responded that the concessionaire is required to do or fund some trail 
maintenance, as was outlined in the previous contract. A new concessionaire is being 
selected now, and their agreement is still being written. The team is pushing for 
cost-sharing requirements for trail upkeep, but Brett isn’t involved in the detailed 
contract negotiations and can’t confirm the exact terms yet. Their hope is that the new 
concessionaire will help financially support the trail system in a way that feels fair to both 
sides. 

• In reference to the concern of users getting lost on spider web trails, Christina Morrisett asked if 
there has been an increasing number of incident reports or the number of cases of lost users. 

o Brett Rannow noted that users getting lost is more anecdotal data. Given that the 
spiderweb and social trais do feedback into the primary trail system, he assumes people 
generally do find their way back. But his team wants to make sure that users are on a trail 
that is sustainable/resilient to and specifically designed for use impact, and provide 
signs to help users find their way. 

• Ryan Sargeant asked if the trail development CRO is working on is mostly on the south-side of 
Golden Lake (where there are a bunch of dispersed game trails) or on the north side of Golden 
Lake going towards the ridge and Island Park Reservoir. 

o Brett Rannow shared that the area north of Golden Lake has been identified by Idaho 
Dept. of Fish and Game as a high value elk habitat and the USFS has prescribed this area 
as a primary elk habitat management zone. People have used these trails to get up into 
those areas and IDFG is especially concerned and is thinking about ways to mitigate 
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access to promote wildlife security and help wildlife habitat. The USFS and IDFG has 
requested that Brett’s team look into decommissioning access to those areas. 

o Jan Brown added that decommissioning costs. She hopes that the department [unclear 
if IDFG or IDPR] and the USFS will cooperate with FHSP on a 50/50 match. The price tag 
is going to be a huge part of the trail management plan. Jan is encouraged that the 
department is taking this plan seriously, particularly given FHSP’s large financial 
investment in plan development. The public has a huge stake in conveying the 
importance of good management, even at a state park level, and Harriman has a 
constituency well beyond what one would expect of a normal state park. 

• Steve Simmons asked for clarification regarding Harriman State Park not wanting the results 
[recommendations] of the trail study to be released. 

o Jan Brown shared that the USFS and IDPR are concerned about the word “designated” 
because it has legal implications within the National Forest System. The final plan will 
note use the word “designated” but instead will note “recommended routes,” 
“recommended renames of trails,” and “recommended activity uses on certain trails in 
an attempt to reduce conflict and make sure trails that are vulnerable to water damage 
do not have horse use because it is an intense use. 

o Brett Rannow asked for clarification—is Steve asking about budget recommendations? 
o Jan Brown responded that the question was about the Park not wantint 

recommendations to go public, and asked Brett if it is because IDPR wanted to run the 
recommendations through their staff. 

o Brett Rannow noted that although the report is open to the public for folks who want to 
see data collected, the recommendations specific to trail design are not yet complete. 
IDPR just yesterday asked to tweak a component of the plan and the USFS is still 
providing feedback, so while Brett would like love to release them as soon as possible, 
he is working with the timeline of these different agencies. Brett’s team wants agency 
partners to feel very confident about what they are recommending, and wants IDPR to 
feel like they can actively help communicate these changes. It is a process to make sure 
everyone feels comfortable. 

o Jan Brown added that they had hoped to share recommendations by this date, but in the 
end they chose to honor partner requests. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Temperatures on the rise in Henry’s Lake: Retrieving lake surface temperatures from Landsat 
archives 
Hailey Phillips, BYU-Idaho 

Hailey introduced herself as a recent graduate from BYU-Idaho, where she studied natural resource 
management with a focus on Geographic Information Systems (GIS). The work she presented on 
comes from a recent publication she authored with two BYU-Idaho professors: David Birchfield and 
Eric Billman [not in attendance].  
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Hailey explained that  global climate change is causing long-term shifts in temperature, snowpack, 
rainfall, and extreme events, which affect whole ecosystems and people. Hailey emphasized 
that water temperature is a critical factor for ecosystem health, especially for fish, and shifted 
attention to the Henry’s Fork watershed and Henry’s Lake specifically. Henry’s Lake is 
environmentally important as key habitat for Yellowstone cutthroat trout, a native cold-water species 
of conservation concern whose populations are declining. Henry’s Lake is also economically 
important as a major fishing destination that brings millions of dollars to the local economy each 
year. However, because Henry’s Lake is small and shallow, it can warm more quickly than deeper 
lakes and is therefore especially vulnerable to rising air temperatures. Therefore, warming water 
temperatures could threaten both the ecological health and the economic value of Henry’s Lake. 

Hailey set out to investigate if water temperatures are indeed increasing in Henry’s Lake. Because 
there is very little long-term temperature data from Henry’s Lake (except for a couple IDFG studies 
from 2017–2020), Hailey used remote sensing data from satellites—specifically data from NASA’s 
Landsat program. This archive has over 40 years of imagery. 

Hailey’s study used 186 cloud-free Landsat images from May–October, 1984–2024. For each image, 
the researchers cropped it to just Henry’s Lake, trimming 400 m inside the shoreline to avoid pixels 
that mixed land and water, and calculated a mean lake surface temperature for each usable image 
to build a long-term dataset. Because Landsat temperature methods are already well established, 
they focused on checking that their implementation was correct. They used in situ 
(on-the-water) surface temperature data from two Idaho Fish & Game studies at multiple locations 
and dates, compared mean in situ temperatures to same-day Landsat estimates, found 
Landsat slightly overestimated temperatures by about 0.6°C, and built a regression equation from 
this relationship and applied it to all 186 images to calibrate the satellite data so it matches in situ 
measurements more closely. 

After calibrating all the Landsat data, Hailey’s team examined mean lake surface temperature from 
1984–2024 by month. They found: 

• No significant warming in May and June. 
• Clear, statistically significant warming in July, August, and September, with October also 

showing a positive correlation with time. 
• July is warming the fastest, at about 0.15°C per year. 
• August shows the strongest and most consistent trend (R² just over 0.5), with a pattern tight 

enough to reveal El Niño / La Niña–type oscillations within the overall warming trend. 
•  

Overall, the study concludes that late-summer and early-fall surface temperatures in Henry’s Lake 
are steadily increasing. 

Compared to other lakes globally, Henry’s Lake appears to be warming faster, especially in July, than 
many lakes studied elsewhere. This study is the first long-term water temperature analysis for 
Henry’s Lake, though other work has examined air temperature and fish habitat. Both this study and 
McCarrick et al. (2022) have recorded individual lake temperatures above 25°C, which is roughly 
the lethal limit for trout. Occasionally, researchers spot temperatures above 25°C, but if the mean 
lake temperature exceeds 25°C, it would be a serious concern. Using their warming trends, they 
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project that mean surface temperatures of 25°C could be reached around 2056 in July, 
2065 in August, 2096 in September and actual warming may be faster than these estimates. 

In the near term, warmer conditions may initially increase Yellowstone cutthroat trout growth, 
producing bigger fish, but only up to an optimum. Beyond that, higher temperatures boost metabolic 
and oxygen demand. Warmer water also holds less dissolved oxygen, so fish need more oxygen while 
less is available, causing growth and survival to decline. 

Hailey noted that rising temperatures favor non-native species (e.g., pikeminnow, cutbow hybrids) 
over native Yellowstone cutthroat, increasing competitive pressure on the native trout. Henry’s Lake 
also already has frequent harmful algal blooms, which are linked to warmer water, can cause fish 
kills, shut down recreation when blooms occur. Warming also impacts spawning, incubation, 
hatching, food webs, evapotranspiration, and winter ice cover—and will all influence how the fishery 
and the lake must be managed going forward. 

In an effort not to be a “Debbie Downer,” Hailey talked about what we can do moving forward. As 
waters warm, Hailey noted that thermal refugia (cooler spots fish can retreat to) will be crucial 
for Yellowstone cutthroat trout. However, Henry’s Lake has very limited thermal refugia because it 
is shallow and unstratified: Temperature profiles show the surface and bottom differ by only ~0.5°C. 
The whole water column tends to be about the same temperature. 

Hailey (not a fisheries manager, by her own disclaimer) suggested possible management ideas: 

• Create depth / cooling: 
• Dredging to deepen parts of the lake, which can also reduce eutrophication and 

therefore harmful algal blooms. 
• Protect and add cold water inputs: 

• Maintain groundwater springs and the water table so cold spring water continues to 
enter the lake. 

• Potentially pump in cold water. 
• Improve tributaries as refuges and cold sources: 

• Enhance tributary habitat so fish can move into cooler streams. 
• Keep streams shaded with riparian vegetation to cool inflows and help cool the lake. 

• Reduce other stressors when heat can’t be controlled: 
• Limit competition from non-native species. 
• Reduce nutrient inputs (e.g., runoff, sewage) that fuel algal blooms. 
• Adjust fishing regulations (timing, seasons, or methods) to protect fish during the 

hottest, most stressful periods. 

Because all of these options are complex and costly, the one action she strongly recommends is 
to continue monitoring water temperature in Henry’s Lake—both in situ monitoring on the lake, 
and/or remote sensing via satellites like Landsat, which is essentially free and has been shown to 
work well. Ongoing monitoring will help managers track change, test predictions, and better preserve 
Henry’s Lake as a productive cold-water fishery.  

Hailey concluded her presentation with thanks to IDFG for allowing use of their in-situ data for ground 
truthing. She also acknowledged her co-authors, Dr. David Burchfield for helping with the remote 
sensing and Dr. Eric Billman for his fisheries expertise and study idea. 
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Q&A: Temperatures on the rise in Henry’s Lake 
• Andy Bosworth asked if a temperature increase in Henry’s Lake will affect temperature in the 

Henry’s Fork downstream, or if there is enough water from Big Springs for mediation. 
o Rob Van Kirk responded, explaining that while Henry’s Lake temperature directly affects 

the immediate outflow, its influence on Henry’s Fork downstream is short-lived. Over a 
distance of roughly 6–10 miles, river temperature is effectively “reset” by local 
conditions—mainly sunlight and air temperature—a pattern also seen below Island Park 
Dam and Ashton Reservoir. Because wide, shallow reaches (like Henry’s Fork below Big 
Springs) are especially sensitive to solar heating and air temperature, the river’s 
temperature is governed much more by local atmospheric conditions than by the lake’s 
initial outflow temperature. 

o Hailey Phillips joked that Rob shared exactly what she was going to say. 
• Lee Mabey asked what type of monitoring or data would have helped increase the prediction 

confidence for the study? Admittedly, the R values are really good and highly correlated. 
o Adding on, Kara Cafferty asked how often satellite imagery is taken of Henry’s Lake. 
o Hailey Phillips explained that Landsat temperature trends are fundamentally sound, and 

the main accuracy improvement they could make was calibrating the satellite data 
against in situ (on-the-water) measurements. She only had 15 matching satellite–in situ 
pairs (because Landsat passes every 16 days and field crews weren’t sampling daily), but 
those points matched closely and adjusting for the ~0.6°C bias didn’t materially change 
the trends. Hailey is confident in the warming trends, but said that more in situ data, 
collected on the same days as satellite overpasses, would further strengthen confidence. 
Going forward, she recommends pairing remote sensing with regular in-lake temperature 
measurements. 

o Andy Bosworth asked if Hailey is suggesting sequencing in-situ measurements [with 
satellite images?] moving forward. 

o Hailey Phillips agreed. 
• Ryan Sargeant asked how much depth profile data Hailey had for Henry’s Lake. 

o Hailey stated a lot (and could look up the total number later). The large number of 
temperature depth profiles came from the habitat selection study conducted by IDFG 
over multiple years—where they went out every week in the summer at various locations 
of the lake. Hailey used the median data from the profiles and noted that the dataset is 
pretty robust. 

• Jan Neish asked if, when comparing to other lakes, if Hailey compensated by ensuring they were 
also shallow lakes. 

o Hailey shared that most of the studies she read looked at much deeper, much bigger 
lakes than Henry’s Lake—and that accounts for why Henry’s Lake is warming at a faster 
rate in comparison. Hailey added that these studies largely looked at hundreds of lakes, 
not just one, and then reported the average rate of increase between them all. So that 
suggests that some are higher than average that are more on par with what we’re 
observing at Henry’s Lake. 
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• Evan Byers asked if the exhaust fumes from the increase in recreational use on the lake, 
especially since COVID, could affect the lake temperature—and if sunscreen from tubers blanket 
aquatic habitat. 

o Hailey Phillips shared that she didn’t know, but assumes it could have some effect—but 
to what extent, she has no idea. She asked the room if anyone had better input. 

• Aaron Dalling asked if the study took into consideration the Henry’s Lake is a working reservoir 
and drawn down throughout the year—which might impact its comparison to other lakes. 

o Hailey Phillips stated that the only consideration was using a 400-m inward buffer of he 
lake to account for different lake levels and not include temperature from exposed land. 

o Aaron followed up that in 2022 the lake was drawn down more than in the last 10 years, 
and he wasn’t sure if there was any correlation with 2022 being warmer. 

o Off the top of her head, Hailey noted that August 2022 was the hottest temperature in the 
record (but she would need to double check). 

o Lee Mabey added that since more shallow lakes heat up faster and since Henry’s Lake is 
a reservoir drawn down for irrigation, we do decrease the volume of the lake so it is going 
to get warmer. But the fact of the matter is, that even if Henry’s Lake was left full year-
round, it is still a very shallow reservoir and it is probably not going to change 
temperatures to the amount that would make a difference 50 years from now.  

• Lee Mabey provided a final comment, sharing that temperature is not the only factor Henry’s Lake 
is dealing with. Other factors include the interplay with algal oxygen demand from algae 
decomposition during the winter months, which leads to winter kill and reduces survivability of 
overwintering fish. Lee acknowledged that the lake has been in decline, and from an angler’s 
perspective, that decline has been steady in the last six years. This decline is certainly due to fish 
survival, and stocking hasn’t changed that much. What has changed is the survival of the stocked 
fish. Temperatures, algal blooms, and oxygen demand in the winter are impacting fish 
survivability and there are not good answers. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Irrigation Modernization 
Kara Cafferty, Idaho National Laboratory 

Kara introduced herself as a water engineer from the Idaho National Laboratory. Irrigation 
Modernization is one project she supports and is a new national-level project from the Department 
of Energy. The Irrigation Modernization project is currently supported by other national labs, including 
PNL, Sandia, and National Lab of the Rockies. In total, there are 17 national labs across the country. 
Kara initially joined the INL to make visualizations for the nuclear energy world, but also supports a 
lot of water projects nationally and internationally for both  the Department of War and other 
Homeland Security work. Kara joked that she was given the Irrigation Modernization project because 
she grew up in northern Idaho on a hobby farm working alfalfa and was presumed to come from the 
irrigated agriculture world, but grew up on a dry farm. As a water engineer, Kara noted the 
transferability of her skills. 
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Kara explained that the Irrigation Modernization project exists because the U.S. energy grid is 
changing, with growing demand and instability. The DOE Hydropower Office now views irrigation 
systems as a major opportunity for both energy generation and efficiency (in power use and water 
delivery). As utilities face higher peaks in demand, modernized irrigation systems could help reduce 
or shift those peaks using distributed energy resources (solar, wind, small hydropower), 
plus piping/lining, telemetry, and advanced controls.  
 
However, most systems don’t look “modern” yet because of limited awareness, lack of funding, 
permitting and interconnection challenges, and weak planning/pre-planning capacity. The national 
labs’ role (Kara’s project) is to develop tools and technologies to overcome these hurdles rather than 
act as consultants or engineers of record. One key tool is Irrigation Viz, designed to help users see 
where energy opportunities might exist in their systems. The team has published a paper in ASCE’s 
Journal of Irrigation and Drainage outlining opportunity metrics, prepared a resource-assessment 
report (pending publication), and built an AI mapping capability using Landsat data to automatically 
map canals and systems. At the national “reclamation states” scale (17 states), they’re finding 
that only about 50% of organizations have digital maps, even though mapping is the #1 prerequisite 
for funding and planning. Automating mapping moves systems one step closer to funding and project 
implementation. The project combines resource assessment, AI mapping, stakeholder engagement, 
and small pockets of technical/financial assistance to demonstrate early wins and help people 
navigate the irrigation modernization landscape—without replacing engineers or acting as full-time 
consultants. 
 
As part of the engagement piece of this project, Kara (who is based in Idaho Falls) is working with 
students in the region—who largely don’t know much about irrigated agriculture, so the team is 
creating educational materials that also work well for broader audiences. A BYU–Idaho senior 
capstone team helped build a mini-hydro demonstration: water flows through a small canal and 
conduit turbine, lighting bulbs, with an adjustable headgate to show how changing flow affects 
power. It’s used at conferences and has been effective in engaging diverse user groups. 
 
The project is currently working to pull in additional national labs and broaden the concept to other 
distributed energy resources. Phase 2 of the display includes solar over canals and wind concepts, 
illustrating how multiple technologies can integrate with irrigation systems. 
 
The project is also using Landsat, machine learning, and advanced models. Kara shared that the 
team is generating irrigation maps with about 93% accuracy (validated with tribal data). This work 
aims to support a national-level assessment of irrigation infrastructure. Currently, there is no 
centralized data center for irrigation (unlike energy, municipal water, or bridges), so no one knows 
how much infrastructure exists or where it is, even though it is federally funded. A national dataset 
would reveal system extent and condition, as well as inform funding and planning opportunities. 
 
Kara shared about a case study they’re partially sponsored in Oregon, which looks at  floating solar 
on a regulating reservoir. Solar panels are mounted on floating docks cover about 30% of the 
reservoir. The system is on the order of kilowatts to a few megawatts of capacity. Goals in power 
generation and potentially lowering surface water temperatures and supporting water conservation, 
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(a key concern raised in conversations with stakeholders). As part of this case study, they 
conducted water quality sampling and aerial imaging last summer and will ground-truth data this 
summer, aiming for a long-term co-benefits study (energy + irrigated ag + temperature). 
 
If there is opportunity, the generated power must be used: to pumps, back to the grid, or into storage. 
However, there are often physical, financial, and policy barriers to sending power back to the grid. 
Batteries are one way to address this. Despite public concern over lithium battery fires, not all 
batteries are lithium-based or operated the same way. Kara’s project team wants to 
demonstrate safe, beneficial battery use in irrigation-energy projects and improve public 
perception of storage technologies. 
 
Because Kara’s funding is from the Hydropower Office, she tries to include hydropower wherever 
feasible, with the idea that smaller solar/wind/battery or small hydro projects can pave the way—
financially and politically—for larger hydropower investments (often around $10M scale).  
 
Kara then transitioned to talk about Irrigation Viz. Irrigation Viz has been in development since 2008, 
with major revamps since Kara joined the project in 2022. It targets the “planning and pre-planning” 
/ “kick-the-tires” stage, not detailed design. The tool helps users ask, “Does it even make sense to 
consider hydropower, solar, or wind here?” and provides order-of-magnitude estimates of power 
potential (kW), feasibility of piping, and whether the concept is worth pursuing further. It is ready for 
users and available online, and Kara went through a live demo to show how it works. 
 
Notes about using Irrigation Viz (https://irrigationviz.pnnl.gov/): 

• Requires an email and password to sign up. Any data users enter is private and not visible to 
project team. 

• The tool is designed to be high-level and user-friendly, no advanced GIS skills needed. Users 
can draw features directly on the map or upload GIS data (e.g. shapefiles) if they have them. 

• From working with irrigation and groundwater districts, new features include: 
o Solar generation calculator for canals or regulating reservoirs that estimates 

generation capacity, potential cost, hourly generation profile. 
o Ability to add point and polygons (shapes) to represent different entities/components 

and support better communication about the system. 
o New point/shape tools support discussions of surface water–groundwater 

interactions. 
o Transmission and distribution line layers have been added (as optional/hidden) 

because nearly all projects need grid or distribution interconnection. 
• There are How To Videos on the main page 
• There is quite a bit of technical assistance available. If you have problems, contact the team. 

They will walk you through the tool in a personalized webinar. 
• If there is something missing from the program, feedback is welcome. 
• Can use Irrigation Viz to consider solar options, such as floating solar on a regulation 

reservoir, canal canopy solar for water savings and power generation, and typical ground 
mounted system. 

https://irrigationviz.pnnl.gov/
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Before inviting questions, Kara noted that this project requires justification to the federal government 
each year. One judgement metric is logins. Kara invited the audience to create a login if they are at all 
interested in modernization in irrigation systems. 
 
Q&A: Irrigation Modernization 
• Noting several projects in the upper valley to convert to pressurized pipeline irrigation, Lee Mabey 

asked how big of a pipeline you have to have before it makes sense to add a hydropower 
component onto an existing pipeline, and what size does that pipeline need to be? Can you really 
do it without reducing pressure so much that your pressurized pipeline is no longer pressurized? 

o Kara Cafferty shared that whether it makes sense to add hydropower to a 
pipeline depends heavily on site-specific conditions, especially cost, gravity (head), and 
flow. There are multiple hydropower configurations: open-channel turbines in canals 
and in-pipe turbines (sometimes in pipes as small as ~5"). Many local systems are open 
channel, so you’d first need to pipe them to use in-pipe turbines, which may or may not 
be cost-effective. Some layouts (e.g., piped to a pond, then pumped back out) create 
inefficiencies that could, in theory, be harvested—for example, 15 kW from a pressure-
regulating device in Colorado—but you have to ask whether reworking the whole system 
is worth it. This is why a high-level planning tool/assessment is important: to see if adding 
hydropower justifies the investment before redesigning infrastructure. 

• Jan Neish asked who turbines benefit—individual farmers or irrigation districts, and where does 
this fit into regulations? 

o Kara Cafferty shared that Hydropower or other energy projects in irrigation can work at 
both scales: District/conveyance level (irrigation districts, canal companies). Individual 
farm level, where farmers control enough conveyance. It ultimately comes down to cost 
and site specifics—for example, using power generation tied to a recharge well could be 
viable for an individual or for a district. In short, both farmer-level and district-level 
applications are possible, but feasibility “just depends” on economics and system 
design. 

• Jan Neish asked if power generation comes with monetary credit. 
o Kara Cafferty shared that if an irrigation energy project generates enough power and 

exports it to the grid (not just behind the meter), the owner can typically earn revenue 
under a contract with the local utility. This can be a notable new revenue stream, 
especially for irrigation districts and canal companies. 

• Aaron Dalling added that there are three powerplants in the watershed that canal companies are 
partnered in: St. Anthony Hydro, Marysville Hydro east of Ashton, and Chester Hydro. 

• Kara Cafferty added that there is a resource assessment looking at national level potential for 
hydropower. The solar assessment will not be released anytime soon, but has been evaluated. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Revisiting Henry’s Fork Watershed Council Endorsements 
Christina Morrisett, Henry’s Fork Watershed Council 
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Christina Morrisett introduced herself as a co-facilitator of the Henry’s Fork Watershed Council and 
long-time Henry’s Fork Foundation staff (started as an intern in 2015, then research assistant). She 
learned about the council’s endorsement process early on and is now revisiting it in her facilitator 
role. 
 
Christina provided an orientation to the HFWC Watershed Integrity Review and Evaluation (WIRE) 
process. WIRE is a consensus-based endorsement procedure used by the Watershed Council to 
coordinate resource initiatives and help maintain watershed integrity. WIRE originated in the early 
1990s, when the council was funded by Idaho DEQ fines. Endorsed projects could receive seed 
money from those funds. 
 
Christina shared how the process worked. Applicants submitted a cover sheet with a project 
summary, resource problems addressed, and timeline. Applicants then present at a HFWC meeting. 
Following their presentation, attendees split into three groups: citizens, technical (subject-matter 
experts), agencies. Each group reviews the project using the WIRE checklist (10+ criteria) to see if it 
met the intent. Then all groups reconvene to discuss conditions needed for approval and decide 
whether consensus for endorsement was reached. 
 
Christina went over the WIRE track record (1994–2016): 

59 projects went through WIRE over ~20+ years. 
• 86% were successfully endorsed (some with comments/conditions). 
• Only 3 projects were not endorsed: 

• Warm River Hatchery proposal (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, 1996). 
• Teton River interpretive trail (TV Trails and Pathways, 2003). 
• South Fork Teton boat ramp (Idaho Fish & Game, 2016). 

• The 2016 South Fork Teton boat ramp was the last time WIRE was used. 
 
Christina shared the funding history and decline. WIRE originally functioned partly as a grant 
mechanism, distributing DEQ fine funds as seed money. After 2005, there were no more funding 
requests, likely because the dedicated funds were exhausted. In the first 10 years of WIRE there were 
many proposals and WIRE proposals declined in the 10 years post-funding, stopping entirely after 
2016. Over ~20 years, 30 projects received funding, about $86,000 total funds were distributed, and 
the median request was $2,000 per endorsed project. 
 
Christina provided an overview of the types of projects endorsed: 

• 13%: Riparian restoration. 
• 13%: Education & outreach. 
• 13%: Fish-related (studies, passage, etc.). 
• 11%: Agriculture & irrigation infrastructure. 
• 11%: Streamflow / water management. 
• 39%: Miscellaneous “other” (numerous small categories). 

 
In terms of who brought projects forward: 

• 23%: Federal agencies (especially US Forest Service). 
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• 23%: NGOs (especially Friends of the Teton River). 
• 16%: State agencies (notably Yellowstone Conservation District and Idaho Fish & Game). 
• 38%: Other proponents (cniversity researchers, agricultural producers and irrigation entities; 

counties and cities, Tribes; hydropower interests; other broad working groups). 
 
Christina is revisiting WIRE now because two parties recently asked to use the endorsement process. 
However, when she reopened the materials, she found issues that may need updating for WIRE to 
work well today. Since WIRE hasn’t been used in 10 years, she is offering a “reintroduction” and 
raising the question of why it fell out of use—whether due to lack of funds, process challenges, or 
simple institutional amnesia. 
 
The challenges Christina identified relate to the WIRE checklist and the requirement for consensus. 
The WIRE checklist has 10 major criteria meant to ensure projects maintain watershed quality. 
The instructions on how to use the checklist in discussion are unclear—it assumes shared 
institutional knowledge that newer facilitators don’t have. In practice, different groups may interpret 
the same criteria differently, which can cause confusion and even “gridlock” if people get stuck on 
one item and never reach all 10. 
 
Relative to consensus, the process requires “consensus” for endorsement, but that term is not 
defined in the written materials. Original intent (per discussion with HFF’s Rob Van Kirk, an original 
HFWC participant): consensus meant “something everyone can live with,” often achieved by 
attaching conditions to an endorsement. However, Christina shared that in 2016, a group 
of concerned homeowners—new to the council and not aligned with the process—derailed the 
South Fork Teton boat ramp WIRE, showing how one vocal group can sink a proposal in an open, 
public, consensus-based system. 
 
The story of the 2016 WIRE process also brings into question membership and process integrity.  
There’s an unresolved question: Should anyone who walks in be able to fully participate in 
endorsement decisions? As it stands, any attendee can, which means people who don’t understand 
or follow the process can unfairly block projects. 
 
Christina noted that WIRE hasn’t been used in 10 years, and these structural issues may be part of 
why. Inspired by Amy Verbeten’s keynote address at the 2025 Annual HFWC Conference, Christina 
argues the council should be more than an information-sharing forum and we should use WIRE (or 
something like it) for bigger, coordinated conversations about proposed projects. WIRE could help 
organizations present projects, get feedback, build buy-in, and coordinate actions across the 
watershed. 
 
Christina presented open questions to the group: 1) does the endorsement process still have value? 
2) Is WIRE worth reviving, given the effort required to clarify the checklist, define consensus, and 
maybe rethink membership rules? Christina notes that she and Aaron have the time and expertise to 
work on this, but only if there is clear interest from the council. She then opened the floor for 
discussion and questions. 
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DISCUSSION: Revisiting Henry’s Fork Watershed Council Endorsements 

• Aaron Dalling wondered if this is something the HFWC needs time to think about and 
suggested asking for feedback in the announcement of the next HFWC meeting. 

• In observation of WIRE’s origins to distribute funding to projects of interest, Ryan Sargeant 
asked if there are funds available now. 

o Christina Morrisett responded that funds have not been available since 2005. 
o Ryan Sargeant asked what would the point of the WIRE be then? 
o Christina Morrisett presented Ryan’s question to the group for discussion. She noted 

that some might argue that the point of WIRE might be to get a HFWC endorsement 
useful as a stamp of approval for grant funding or as a helpful community 
endorsement in presenting a project in governance settings at the state, city, or 
county level.  

• Christina Morrisett asked the group if there is interest in pursuing WIRE if there is no funding 
component. 

o Aaron Dalling noted that there might be some value, even without funding, to get 
everyone on the same page, so one entity isn’t surprised by what another entity is 
doing after its already in the process or fully complete. 

• Andy Bosworth asked if there is a consequence for a project, like restoration, to bypass 
WIRE/HFWC completely. 

o Christina Morrisett shared that there is no consequence in the regulatory sense 
[since the HFWC has no management authority], but that there could be 
consequences in terms of partnerships. But, at the same time, someone could just 
come and present to the HFWC on the project without going through the full 
endorsement process. So, consequences would be relational as opposed to 
regulatory.  

o Andy Bosworth added that it does become a risk to try to get an endorsement, when 
entities can simply seek out partnership and avoid the potential hurt [of a failed 
endorsement process]. 

• Jason Chircop asked if the WIRE endorsement process comes with permitting benefits. 
o Christina Morrisett said no, given that HFWC is not a regulatory or permitting agency. 
o Rob Van Kirk added that one original intent of the WIRE checklist was to 

ensure project proponents understand their permitting and regulatory requirements. 
The council doesn’t issue permits, but by walking through the checklist together, 
proponents are prompted to ask, e.g., “Do I need a stream channel alteration 
permit?” Agency staff in the room can then confirm which permits are needed—or 
when one isn’t required. One of the 10 WIRE criteria explicitly asks whether a project 
has all required permits, which makes it much more likely that proponents identify 
and complete those permits than if they worked outside the process. 

• Jan Brown noted that the Silver Lake drawdown at Harriman illustrates how WIRE could have 
helped: if that headgate-repair plan had come to the Watershed Council first, some of the 
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subsequent challenges might have been avoided, providing an immediate benefit. Jan 
facilitated the original WIRE-criteria discussion in 1993 and found the process 
educational for everyone involved, helpful in distributing funds, and humbling, because 
proponents often discovered they didn’t have all the answers once their projects were 
examined collaboratively. 

• Sydney Decker asked if the Henry’s Fork Foundation [a co-facilitator of the HFWC] provides 
letter of support for projects. 

o Christina Morrisett shared that the HFF does provide letters of support for projects as 
requested and as they fit within HFF’s scope. And perhaps that is why the HFWC WIRE 
process has fallen out—when putting together a grant application, you ask your 
partners (like Fremont-Madison Irrigation District, Idaho Dept. Fish and Game, 
Henry’s Fork Foundation) for a letter of support to accompany your proposal. 

• Jan Neish noted that WIRE seems to be a process to facilitate deeper clarity, and that there’s 
value in that and allows [applicants] to be more effective. Jan wondered if HFWC should offer 
both processes, but that WIRE carries more weight. 

o Christina Morrisett added that a WIRE endorsement reflects a much greater level of 
participation and consideration than a singular entity writing a letter of support. 

• Jan Brown added that in the original WIRE design, “consensus” was meant to mean general 
agreement, not unanimous agreement or a formal vote. Often, the council would 
add conditions to a project to reach that general agreement. People could say, “I disagree, 
but I won’t block it,” and still allow the project to move forward—something the 2016 
homeowner group could have done but didn’t, with negative consequences for the process. 

• Lee Mabey noted that most federal (and many state) agencies already have public scoping 
and engagement processes for their projects. The Watershed Council can serve as a useful 
venue for those agencies to present projects and gather in-person input, even if it’s not used 
that way as often now. Lee acknowledged that while funding/budget issues have limited 
WIRE’s use, the process has still had real impact when employed. 

• Tanner Gardner  highlighted two main benefits of WIRE: 1) Public awareness and input – giving 
the public a chance to understand projects and offer comments; 2) Funding, when available, 
as an added incentive. Tanner asked whether funding for WIRE-style projects might return, 
noting that many people currently see funding as a “dead zone,” and that, for now, the council 
mainly serves as a forum to present projects and receive feedback, rather than a funding 
source. 

o Christina Morrisett explained that there’s been recent discussion about whether, 
when Idaho DEQ issues fines for incidents in the Henry’s Fork watershed, those funds 
could again be directed to the Watershed Council instead of simply being paid and 
gone. Historically, WIRE funding originally came from DEQ fines tied to sedimentation 
accidents on the Henry’s Fork about 35 years ago. Reviving that model could 
potentially re-establish a funding source for WIRE, but it depends on whether the 
state and partners are willing to set it up that way again. 
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• Jan Neish asked who is on the Council—is it a wide range of disciplines who would then have 
knowledge about different kinds of projects? 

o Christina explained that the Henry’s Fork Watershed Council is co-facilitated by the 
Henry’s Fork Foundation and Fremont–Madison Irrigation District. “Membership” is 
whoever attends a given meeting, rather than a fixed roster. Typical participants 
include: Federal and state agencies (water, fisheries, environmental quality), 
environmental NGOs, and irrigation entities and canal companies. Attendance varies 
by meeting, but there is an intentional effort to invite a broad, diverse mix of 
stakeholders each time. 

• Jan Brown asked how many people were on the invitation list. 
o Christina Morrisett said 520. 

• Jan Neish described attending a county “site meeting” where a developer met with all key 
departments in one room (power, water, sewer, streets, fire marshal, parks and rec, 
planning/building, etc.). In about one hour, the group walked through all requirements 
(e.g., pipe sizes, separations, standards) in a highly coordinated, problem-solving way, which 
they found “powerful.” Jan suggested that if the Watershed Council/WIRE process functioned 
similarly—structured participation from all relevant experts rather than just whoever shows 
up—it could provide that same kind of clear, efficient, collaborative guidance to project 
proponents. 

 
 
Community Building and Wrap Up 

• The room shared a moment of silence before Christina Morrisett (co-facilitator) invited 
announcements, questions, and reflection. 

• Rob Van Kirk asked what Christina Morrisett’s plan was on requesting feedback on WIRE and 
the timeline for revisiting this discussion. 

o Christina Morrisett shared that her and Aaron Dalling need to discuss among 
themselves first before strategizing how to pass this along to the group and request 
feedback and that it might take a few months. 

• Jan Brown expressed that reviewing the history of successful WIRE projects feels encouraging 
and shows that this kind of collaborative endorsement process can work again. Jan believes 
WIRE (or something similar) is needed, especially now that agencies have fewer funds and 
need more help. They see value in positioning WIRE as an advantage for agencies and 
partners to participate in, and feel the Council should actively welcome and support that role. 

• In closing the meeting, Christina Morrisett shared that the next meeting is on Tuesday, March 
10 and will include presentations on irrigation, farm succession, IDFG efforts in Badger 
Creek, and coldwater conservation using cloud seeding. 


