Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team

20 February 2007, Silver City (Grant County Administration Building)
Attendees: 

Tom Bates, Steve Cullinan, Lacy Daniel, Jeanmarie Haney, Rick Holdridge, Geoff Klise, Martin McMillan, Craig Roepke, Peter Russell, Dutch Salmon, Gerald Schultz, Martha Schumann, Allyson Siwik, Amy Sun, Will Teplinski, Vincent Tidwell, Danielle Vick, Peter Wilkinson
Bob Michaels (BOR)

Introductions

After Vince’s welcome, everyone introduced themselves.

Update/Review of Gila Flow Data

Gerald provided USGS mean daily discharge graphs on the Gila at Gila, Redrock, Virden, and Duncan, as well as a summary table he compiled for these gages.  

Gerald - 

These are mean dailies.  I just want to emphasize the one for the Gila River at Duncan.  You might notice on the chart to the left that spike. That spike is legit.  Turn to page 2 and see that same spike.  See those x’s—those x’s are stream flow measurements.  There’s a cardinal rule at GS—if you plot/measure at high water, you make another measurement. You see those two x’s at the peak, that verifies it, that cardinal rule.  I just did that in case anybody questioned that sharp spike.  I copied these from color and just so you can follow along [on the black/white copies], the writing on the bottom, the estimated daily mean, this and that.  

For the Gila at Gila the approved data will go all the way to [missed the month] 2006 and the rest is provisional data, just to give you an idea of what it means.   

Similarly the Gila River at Redrock, the approved data goes until October 2005, the provisional will go from October 2005 to the end and then there is a little period where there is estimated flow, that’s prior to July 2006.  I’m just giving this to you so you can get an idea what the table I gave you means.  

At the Virden gage, the period of approved data goes to October 2005 and this kind of ends in the watering period, the provisional data goes to the end, and when I say end, that’s up until just a few days ago.  

Then the Duncan gage, the approved data will go through October 2005, then the rest of it is provisional data. Again, like I said, there’s no question about that spike on the Duncan gage, that’s legit.  You see there’s two measurements made on that date and a field man doesn’t do that, boy, then he’s really in trouble.  

Now the little table I gave you this only reflects the period of non-peak flow.  Some of the flows at the Virden station were lower than the Redrock station, so I just thought about what’s going on during periods of low flow.  You can go back to your graphs to pick out these areas.  I think it is a pretty self-explanatory table.  I just want to stress this last paragraph because I’ve noticed with this group and others that once they get the stuff from the satellite, they think it’s gospel, but that’s not the case.  When the field man goes out there, he’s subject to making two corrections to the data.  One is a stage correction, where he has to read staff gages in the water and that is gospel, but that’s just a moment in time.  Then he has to make these changes to the record.  He can make these through a pro-rated time to make the changes and also when he makes the discharge measurement.  The measurement is dependent on what the channel shape is and the control of the flow at all ranges at that moment.  You’ve got high flow coming through and scour and buildup and this throws your measurement off.  They always make a discharge measurement and what it will do is basically, make the field man do a shift, which is no more than a new parcel rating for a certain period of time.  Now if a shift starts to go off too much to one side, these are rating curves of [missed the rest].  That’s why I say if the man makes a measurement in the stream, if something doesn’t seem quite right, especially in high flows, maybe not the measurement, but something doesn’t seem quite right on the low measurement, you can pretty much accept that because you know there is going to be a lot of scour or whatever the case might be, but you have to make a shift.  A shift is no more than simply a temporary rating curve.  If the shift is leaning too much to one side of the rating curve, you make a new rating---that’s just standard.  

It’s possible. I know we’ve talked about putting gages in some of these streams.  Sometimes you’ve got to wait three to five years before you can get a rating.  Putting in a gage doesn’t mean you have a rating.  You’ve got to get the rating developed from a series of stage/discharge measurements.  Usually if you get a flood out there, you can ride that flood to get your rating, otherwise you may have to go years.  People say there’s a gage there, but no data and that’s why, no rating and the rating has to be set up.  

Therefore, I know the Virden---I’ve just added up the flow, basically that’s all I’ve done.   The very bottom one, the longest period of time, the first one before last summer’s rain, that kind of drought period, and again you can look at the numbers.  Virden is right up there with Redrock so the numbers speak for themselves.  Like I said, I didn’t bother to do it with the high flows because we’ve had a lot of discussion about the high flows.  It looks like with the high flows at Redrock, are always quite a bit higher than Virden and there’s been a lot of theories about whether it’s going into the alluvial aquifer; we really don’t know.  

You all got an email I sent not long ago about an Arizona water resources program.  They want to get people to volunteer their non-productive groundwater wells.  They’d just like to get groundwater readings, I should say, aquifer levels from various aquifers throughout the state.  I asked in the email what you all thought about partnering with Arizona somehow.  I think at Virden gage is there for Arizona purposes, if I’m not mistaken.  I think Arizona runs it.  Who’s to say you couldn’t also do this for groundwater observation.  We’re always talking about how we need more data gathered for the groundwater. Jeanmarie emailed me privately that AWR was already doing it.  I was at a meeting in Tucson at the university a couple of weeks ago and had a chance to talk personally with Sharon Nagal.  She’s the director of that program and she said anything’s possible.  She said email her.  I decided to wait until we had a discussion on this issue.  I know there’s been some discussion that we’d like to get more data on what the levels of these aquifers are, we don’t know.  They’re quite extensive in the Duncan and the Gila Valley, so this is one way we could do it.  We could partner with them and maybe they could come a little ways into New Mexico.  

Questions?  What do you all think about the observation wells?

I have a few questions.  This is a summation of acre-feet over time, right?

Gerald – Yes, the periods of time are on the left just for low flows.

Are the periods of time staggered to account for travel time?

Gerald -  No, I didn’t take anything into account.  I just took the numbers the way they were.  I figured the since it was in low flow stage, now in high flow that’d be different.  I figured the travel time didn’t really matter as much there.  I just took the numbers the way they were because I’ve got a life besides playing around with these numbers.  I took what Howard discovered and did a little more.  I just looked at the volume and that’s about it. 

The increasingly rapid drop in stage from April to about July 2006.  Normally you’d be looking at where the rate of decrease, decreased over time.  I’m just wondering if you have any idea what that might be about.

Gerald -  I don’t know, you’re getting into the drought period there.  If it wasn’t for the rains in July through October there. Let’s face it, would you predict that the bottom wouldn’t be the bottom of this sheet of paper?  Could have gotten to zero.  I’m just saying, I think maybe we talked about it in one of our meetings, didn’t we?

That’s what I was wondering if there was significant … 

Gerald – I don’t know.

…[talking over one another so missed some] connection between that … river.  

Gerald - I didn’t go into that depth, I just took the numbers.  Like I say, I have other things in life to do.

So the line previous is March – June, and then the line after is April – June.  So in that one month there was 3000 acre-feet that went through at Redrock and 5000 that went through at Virden?

Gerald – Are you talking about the second line?

The dates, you have one that’s March 1st through June 22…

Gerald – Yes?

So in that one month…

Gerald – No, that’s three months.

No, but from March to April?  The line below it is April to June

Gerald – I had more of these periods of time.  I just threw most of them out.

No, I’m just wondering, between March and April the difference was 3000 at Redrock and 5000 at Virden?  Is that right?

Gerald – Oh, I see what you mean, yeah.  Like I say, I wrote that longer paragraph at the bottom because I noticed that.  I think it was at the Duncan gage.  I looked at the numbers in the fall and then a couple weeks ago I saw a difference.  Of course, it’d been a couple of years since they’d used stream gages.  I called the GS office and said what’s wrong.  He said, “You ever here of shift?”  I could have said goodbye right there.  We discussed it further.

So Gerald, am I reading this right?  I am looking at the Duncan gage; it was 0 from April 2005 to July 2006?

Gerald -  On those graphs here?

Yes.

Gerald - No, the GS data will give you a two-year period.  It’s compressed due to the scale. Look at second and third pages.  Look at the peaks.

I can see the peaks; I’m just trying to figure out the low flow.

Gerald – Well, then go to page 3.  It’s pretty low, for some reason Duncan was low then, a lot of zeros.  A year ago last summer was very low.

Amy, is the Duncan call based on the Duncan gage?

Amy – Um..

It’s not a trick question.

Amy – No, I’m trying to think, no it’s not.

Vince – It’s based on the flow, but you look at the Clifton gage, not the Duncan, right?

Amy – No, the Duncan-Virden call was based directly on the numbers from the Gila Water Commission.  They have a lot more gages between the Virden and Duncan.  They pretty much had data surveyed of the calls I think in the Upper Saffron Valley and Duncan and Virden.

So the Duncan gage is downstream of the ditch take-outs? 

Amy - Duncan gage is kind of mid-way. Virden is definitely ahead, near the beginning, then there is Duncan, and then there’s the Upper Saffron Valley, which is not recorded as part of USGS, but is part of the Gila Water Commission.

I always thought the Duncan call was based on available water.   But what I think I hear you saying is that’s true, but the available water is determined by independent gauges that the ditches have.

Amy – Yes, part of those gages are USGS, but they have more.  They actually have someone go out at 8:00 in the morning and they use that to determine the call.

O.k., thank you.

Gerald -  Well from this, you all can decide on your own.  I’ll be part of the team.  Sometimes in the past we have discussed this need of knowing what’s going on in the aquifer.  Craig has …

Gerald, do you know what the cost would be?

Gerald – That’s why I said if we could just partner with Arizona, it may be useful. What does it cost to put up these groundwater application wells?

I guess I have a question.  Why isn’t New Mexico doing this?

Gerald – I don’t know.  You’d have to go to Santa Fe and ask the politicians.

Vince – Thank you Gerald. I think it is terrific that you’ve helped us this way.  My hope is that a lot of this information is being integrated into the model now and we’ve been able to look at this way and raised some questions and what not.  Once we get the model calibrated, hopefully we’ll be able to go to the next step, which includes the pumping, the evaporation, to see if there’s a gap in our understanding.  

Gerald -  I plan to email Sharon Nagal.  You know, I guess everybody gives their blessing to that---and just pursue it, talk to her about, but make no commitment. 

Amy - I think the first thing is to look at the cost of that.  I mean I tried [missed comment]. So that would be good.

Gerald – Well if they are interested in using some New Mexico sites.

Amy – Right. And you said it’s voluntary.

Gerald - Right, people just have to volunteer the non-productive wells to measure aquifer levels.  USGS is always knocking on people’s doors.

AWR is installing transducers in wells around the state.  They’ve got a lot basins targeted with this and they are asking well owners who cooperate to install the transducers [missed comment].  So that’s the program.

Who is funding that?

AWR and USGS funding.

Update on GSFCC activities

Vince – The other thing we wanted to give you a quick update on, we had questions about what’s going on with the other Gila related teams and the Coordinating Committee.  Danielle, Craig, and maybe I can give an update on that. 
Danielle – Just so you know, I won’t be talking for an hour.  If any of you familiar with what’s been going on, just jump in.  I think I’ll start with what has been going on since December.  As many of you know, the Technical Subcommittees completed their final lists of scopes of work at their final meeting in December.  That was then taken to the Coordinating Committee who looked at it really closely and decided to take the first suggestion and do it right away.  The first suggestion was to have an experts workshop to put the scopes of work together with more cohesive due dates because the Technical Subcommittees ran out of time to do that.  What the Coordinating Committee decided to do was to get representatives of all aspects of this work together.  That happened within a month after these scopes of work had been presented.  So we had the three Technical Subcommittee chairs, the three Science Forum coordinators, Vince was there, Fish and Wildlife  Service was there, Jeanmarie Haney was our hydrologist, and Craig was there.

Craig – Mary Reece was there—or someone from BOR…

No, Henry from BOR was there.

Danielle – I wasn’t at the workshop, but I’ll try to give a quick summary.  They put scopes of work on table and tried to integrate better.  There was a little bit of overlap.  Out of that workshop came a flowchart and a little bit better timeline of what the Technical Subcommittee had come up with.

Vince -  Just to back up a little bit, part of what the first meeting that you’re talking about with Science Chairs, from the October meeting in Silver City that some of your may have attended.  Biologists and ecologists came and gave results of studies that they had been doing all over the world.  The science coordinators took that body of information and proposed a framework of how to set forward, particularly as it corresponds with how we would begin to develop a scientific basis for identifying target flows in the river, a scientific basis for protecting aquatic and riparian life in the Gila and San Francisco Rivers.  So basically the idea is that we looked at that and how the proposed scopes of work fit within that general framework and then if there are any holes in that proposed framework and then try to figure out how to go from the scopes of work to something you could probably afford to pay for given what we thought the legislature may grant us this coming year.  So that was an assimilation of all that information and we tried to develop a coherent framework that gets us to where we need to be for the PAM that will have to be provided in 2009.

Is that framework a document that’s drafted?

Craig – Yes.  In the presentation, what happened is Cliff Dahm came in with examples of stuff he’s done several times, the way this has been approached, yeah, Cliff Dahm from UNM.

Vince – I have the presentation.

Craig – Yeah, I was trying to get online, but I can’t get online.

Danielle – I sent it to the Technical Subcommittee and it’s on our website.

Can you make it available on our Sandia website too?

Vince – Yeah, I’ve got it and can do that.

Great.  Thank you.

Peter W. - I think what was really successful was at the workshop we sat around for a day at this large table and laid out these general categories, hydrology, geomorphology, ecology and then we took the scopes of work from the Technical Subcommittee and placed them in general categories and then formed, say relationships versus [missed phrase].  It went on for hours and I think we worked through it fairly well.  Those who attended I think were pleased with the outcome.  Jeanmarie, would you have anything you want to add to that?

Not today.

Danielle – What happened next was that after Vince put together this flowchart from the workshop it was presented to the Coordinating Committee, who took a look at it and discussed what may come out of this legislative session with funding and sort of identified the first steps that we will have the Technical Subcommittee begin working on tomorrow.  Which is just a shortened list of the original scopes of work list, which we think we’ll probably need to get started on right away.  So they’re going to begin to flesh out in as much detail as possible the tasks and deliverables that will come out of these studies.  We have an abbreviated timeline so that we can get this work with notice to proceed on July 1, which is the earliest we’d have any funds available to us.  So it will go thorough another iteration of the Technical Subcommittee and then go through the Coordinating Committee and we left some time for another all team workshop if necessary to get it all out by July 1 so we’d have a full two years to do these studies before the PAM is due.  Yes, Gerald.

Not that I mean to bring up an old thing here, but I was the only one that spoke out on this, what I call them so called secret meetings.  There should be representation from this area, maybe not at high expertise level, but at some level.  I feel that there are meetings held in other areas of the state on behalf of this area.  I don’t know, it strikes me as odd that there is not representation from this area at such meetings.  I’ve voiced this more than once.  Do you or everyone, even at the last Webex meeting, I voiced it. Does it fall on deaf ears?  I don’t know. 

Danielle – Let me address it from the Coordinating Committee, in case anybody didn’t hear my answer the first time.  There’s only been one, what you call secret meeting, and it wasn’t secret.  What it was, was representation from each of our various sub-groups.  So the Coordinating Committee thought that any issues from this group would be brought forth by Vince, who is the representative of the Science forum, I mean the Sandia Modeling Team at that workshop.  It needed to be small and really workable.  If it were this size, I don’t know if they would have gotten the results they did. 

Well, even one person could have gone and sat in the corner just to observe, just to say you were there.  That’s all I’m saying.  That’s just how I felt about it.

Vince – Maybe just another word about how these scopes of work kind of interface with this broader modeling effort, well not broader, but the modeling effort overall.  Really these scopes of work are primarily aimed at this first stab is getting the information that needs to go in the PAM, that provides the ecological basis for any kind of program or activity that we move forward on, it’s kind of understanding where we stand in respect to that.  So these scopes of work are looking at better understanding between groundwater and  surface water interaction, understanding water table changes that respond to the river and how they might affect riparian areas, what are the key species in these areas and how might changes by diversions as allowed by the CUFA, how might that affect their vitality, etc.  Understanding the relationships between the river, geomorphology, and the habitat quality for these different key species.  Likely, what we are thinking about is something around three different areas, three focused areas where we would do these studies because there’s just not going to be enough money to do the entire Gila and San Francisco.  So the idea is that this model that we’re working on here might help provide some of the boundary conditions on those much more detailed models that would be done  for these target areas and then help put the understanding gained from these target areas into the broader context of this whole region.  So that’s kind of how we envision what we’re trying to do here interfacing with these other studies that provide more information, more data, and models, that that information can be looked at for its own merit, as well as integrated into these tools and looked at in a broader framework.  

What are the three target areas?

Vince – I don’t know that they are absolutely set in stone now, but the ideas are the Turkey Creek area right as the Gila comes out of the [missed comment] Lunas; the other is around the Gila on the TNC property area that is thought to represent agriculture areas outside the boxes, if you will.

Below the box?

Vince – Yes, just below the Upper Box and the other is the bird area before it goes into the Little Box.


So is there concern that you’re not looking at the Frisco in terms of effects and they’ll be shut out of projects because there won’t be data for the San Francisco down the line?

Vince – When we discussed … [others talking over]

Craig – Yes, there’s concern, but Howard has said, “We know what we are going to do and don’t worry about it.” So assuming we have very limited amounts of funds.

Just asking.  The other part I didn’t quite get, is there an all team workshop this summer, maybe or for sure?

Danielle – When I said all team, that workshop that was held in January was representatives from all teams and there may have to be another one.  

Like the one you held before?

Danielle – Like the one we held before.

But not one where all the members of the Sandia Modeling meeting all the Technical members and all the Science?

Danielle – We still haven’t scheduled such a thing because hasn’t been a, I don’t know what the agenda would be for that meeting.

A cocktail party.  I just think the exchange and discussion would be very valuable.

Danielle – I just want to address Gerald’s concern again.  I totally understand your concern about there not being a local representative at that meeting, but just to remind you, there were no decisions at that meeting that did not then go though the Coordinating Committee, where there is local representation.  So anything that would happen would have local people.

I understand.  But just someone to observe, I’d be glad to do it if I could get away.  I think the first time I asked you about it in Albuquerque, you said, “No, just for these particular people” Again, after 30 years in government I’m pretty good at buzzwords, so when I hear buzzwords like, “select few”.

Craig – The participation and structure of that meeting was advanced actually by the Science Coordinators, the chairs of the Technical Subcommittees, and especially the Dave Folkes from the New Mexico Game and Fish. The Coordinating Committee did not propose the meeting, it came about at a Technical Subcommittee and Vince got tasked with facilitating the whole thing because he wasn’t there.  That’s how it came about.

Well, if it’s in the realm of the County Commission going into executive session, fine, say so, that’s all.

Craig – No, it’s not.  I want to point out one thing very clearly for everybody here.  The Coordinating Committee, the Technical Subcommittees, this modeling team, the Science Forum, none of that is subject to the Open Meetings Act.  We’ve ensured that anybody can come to anything, fine.  But the Interstate Stream Commission is subject to the Open Meetings Act, but that’s all.  We try to keep a very, very open process.  Everybody knows who is on the Coordinating Committee and who is on these Technical Subcommittees.  That’s not true of a lot of people involved in this.  

Vince – I might also add, I understand where you are coming from Gerald, but we will be discussing that with the Technical Team tomorrow and that includes a lot of people from this area.  So, well, it’s not a perfect world.

Didn’t we also talk about looking at the Virden area at the Lower Box at the Coordinating Committee last week because it is below where the minnows live?  I just wondered the outcome.

Vince – I had to leave a little early.  That’s why I say I don’t know if these were cast in stone. Danielle, Peter W.? 

Craig – The decision the Coordinating Committee made on that was that these three sites would be proposed to the Technical Subcommittee.  If they felt they weren’t representative or they needed to be changed they could make that recommendation.

But these aren’t diversion sites, these are study areas looking at different characters of the rivers. 

Craig – Right, ecological features.

Danielle –  No, no, not diversion sites, just sites that are representative. 

A boxed area, a farm area, and another boxed area.

An alluvium [missed comment]

You are not looking at diversions; you’re looking at capturing different representative features of the river.

Vince - That was another thing that came up as to whether we needed to prepare where those diversion sites might be.

Danielle – Amy had it up a minute ago. I just happened to see.  There have been potential diversion sites, not diversion sites, what’s our title, locations for the Technical Subcommittee to look at.  You’ve seen those, we’ve talked about.

It just so happens that the Turkey Creek area is a potential withdrawal area also, but that’s not the reason you chose it.  You chose it because it’s sort of the highest reach of the river that is untrammeled by any kind of [missed comment].

Peter W. - No, it would be a confined channel and would represent the other box areas.  

Danielle – As Craig mentioned, we will take this to this to the Technical Subcommittee because most the Technical Subcommittee has more on-hand river experience than people on the Coordinating Committee so we wanted their approval or recommendations of those.  Was there another question?

Yes, I just have a question.  Vince, last fall the Sandia Modeling Team, you put together a memo of our data needs to send to the Technical Subcommittee.  It’s my understanding that that memo never made it to the Technical Subcommittee to be integrated into their scopes of work.  I know there has been other work to kind of rectify that and I just want to know if from your perspective, do you feel comfortable that the concerns of the Sandia Modeling Team have been adequately integrated into the scopes of work?

Vince -  That’s a good question.  You’re right, the actual memo never really, necessarily, I guess it was the Coordinating Committee looked at it.  Basically, that’s where we decided that with representation from me and Amy, at times, and Geoff and a number of people here are also on the committee.  I think we were able to largely cover those key modeling needs.   I think they’re represented for where we’re going in the next two years.  I think that’s covered. 

But it does raise the question of communication between the teams.  I think that is still an issue.  The fact that it didn’t make it, represents some kind of failure in the process and that to pinch hit by the guy wearing two hats to speak in different committees is sort of a stopgap measure.  I do think there needs to be some sort of formal process indicative of a communication problem.

Danielle – Well, that formal process that we, that one formal process we tried has been talked about before, did not work.  We did attempt this other way, with people who do wear many hats, just making sure that when Vince is at the Technical Subcommittee he is a Technical Subcommittee member, but he is also in the back of his head, making sure that the needs of this group are being met.  From my perspective, that’s working much better than any formal way we had tried at first.    

My concern is just what you said.  In the back of his head, he’s kind of keeping that in mind.  I just think it is important to have a formal sort of communication, just as we have a formal sort of process for working with people outside the group, like on Jeanmarie’s project, I think there needs to be a formal process for communicating between groups.  That doesn’t mean that the back room kind of linkage won’t still happen, that’s a very important linkage, but I just think the formality is important and to not to let it slide.  I agree that it is hard to figure out how to do it. 

Danielle – If you have a suggestion, the Coordinating Committee would be glad to hear it.

Yeah, I think a big cocktail party would be ideal.  

Danielle – Which is not a formal way either.

I say it kind of facetiously, but I do think that a large face to face of team members just to kind of help each other. My experience in these discussions, for instance, the Science Forum that was held here at Western, was great, but a lot of it was just the chance to meet other people.  I hope we don’t drop that and say “Oh, we’ve got it covered.”

Vince -  Can I say something? I can understand where, particularly you and others that are not on the team, I can understand what you are coming from and the need to feel like you have a voice.  This is just an idea.  We’re already talking about in a month or two, having a workshop around the model, where we roll it out and let you all start playing with it.  What about, the next step would be where the Technical team, where everybody gets together, once this team has had their first shot at the model?  Maybe that would be something we could put together as part of the next Technical Team meeting down the road.  We could do something all around the model and I think that would be a good way of starting off some conversation and dialog between the two teams.

I think that’s a great idea.  One of the things we talked about in the model is that there is a learning curve to manipulating it and so there’d be a training that’d be good.  I think we shouldn’t forget about the formal process.

Danielle – I’m glad you brought up the Science Forum. I thought that was great too, but I have actually heard from some other people that there was not enough public participation at the Science Forum.  Do you feel that way? I thought it was great interaction, time to ask questions between the presenters and people from other teams.  In fact I’m not sure what the criticisms are, was it not publicized enough?  I don’t know.  I thought it was a great process and that everyone that went benefited.  Now, I guess I’m speaking personally.  I don’t know if I can speak for the Sandia Team.

I think the one piece that sort of strikes me about the Science Forum and communication is that a draft report that came out was not circulated.  I mean, it’d be great to have follow up to the Science Forum that all the groups hear about.  I just feel like …

Danielle – Wasn’t that draft report circulated to the Technical Subcommittee?

Was it circulated to the Sandia Modeling Team?

Danielle – I don’t …Actually I was going to talk about that next.  Did you have a question?

Back to the formality of it.  For me, it would be really helpful if Vince, if you were able to go back to that original memo and just say if those issues were incorporated or were not incorporated into the model and how those data issues were dealt with.  I’d be interested to know how they are integrated into the scopes of work.  I think it’d be really helpful and I agree with having something in writing. I know it is hard to juggle a lot of things and it’s helpful to have a piece of paper to go back to.

Vince – O.k.

That’d be really great.

I just think the Science Forum was really wonderful.  I got your memo somewhere and it seems that Mary Alice Murphy did about three articles in the paper that covered it really well.

Danielle – I want to pick up on something you just said.  I did not write that report, nobody at ISC had any involvement with that report.  The Science Forum coordinators wrote that draft report without any input from ISC.  I think they reason that it was just distributed to the Technical Subcommittee is they asked that it not be distributed further than that.  I think Martha asked last week if we were going to get that final report and we did.  I just got the CD yesterday and I left around noon, so I didn’t have a chance to get it out.  It is huge and can’t be emailed, but I can get it out.  I wanted to have it for these meetings, but the timing was bad.

Craig – I’ve got the text part.

I think I can wait.

I guess part of my frustration is the Science Forum, and I agree with Peter R., I thought it was great and very informative.  There was a little frustration on my part with the Q’s and A’s.  I guess I was expecting to have a little more discussion back and forth with how their experiences related to what we’re doing on the Gila and have more of an opportunity to do that.  I think it was great to meet folks and I think by the end of the day people were pretty pooped out and people were leaving.  Also, I’m still at a loss to know how the Science Forum relates to everything else, how the recommendations of the Science Forum and what’s coming out of that?

Danielle – Well, since we just got the final report yesterday so it’s not incorporated in this process yet.  I mean, I don’t know how we could do it without the final report.  So the Coordinating Committee hasn’t seen it yet, but I know that group has every intention of considering what came out of that. 

Craig – You know, at the January 12 workshop, the Science Coordinators came to that and Cliff Dahm made his presentation.  Their basic message was that you have a bunch of scopes of work that aren’t focused and they’re not integrated.  You need to integrate all these things, including the social and economic aspects.  Which we’ll do as soon as we get ESA done.  Cliff presented a process and everybody bought off on that, as I understand.  Is that correct Jeanmarie?

In that meeting on January 17, you said the 12th, it was the 17th.  Yes, Cliff presented a framework and then we worked to fit tasks into that framework.

Craig – It’s a proven framework that’s been used a number of places.

I guess then we’ll see it.  If the report was just finalized, I guess it just hasn’t been presented to us. 

Craig - I skimmed through the written report and there did not seem to be any substantive difference.  Nothing leapt out at me.

Danielle – It should be on our website by Friday.

So there is a framework that you’re going to get to the Sandia Modeling Team?

I’ve got two slides from Cliff Dahm’s presentation we could show up there.

So there’s a framework and there is a Science Forum Final Report?

So that is a separate thing?

Danielle - Yes.  Framework is already on Coordinating Committee website and I will get the report out there and send those links to everybody as soon as I get back.

I think there were a couple of slides from the January 17 meeting when we were laying stuff out on the table, a couple of slides from Cliff’s presentation that we kept going back to.  I think that’s what you’re talking about when you say “framework” from Cliff’s presentation.

So, for the future, would it be reasonable since, as I understand the wheel of structure, the Coordinating Committee in the center, other Technical Committee, the Sandia Modeling Team, the Outreach teams out here.  Would it be useful to have the Sandia Modeling Team, which I guess is co-equal with the Technical Subcommittee, see the draft, respond to it, and have some in input into the draft?

Danielle – The Science Forum report?  I don’t think anybody…

Craig – It’s 163 Mb and we’ll put it up on the website, if we can get it there. You’re welcome to look it.

I just wonder if it should be distributed to Sandia as well.

Danielle – I think they asked us not to distribute it beyond the Technical Subcommittee.  I don’t think anybody gave them any feedback.  It’s open now.

I seems odd to me that they would ask for it not be distributed to the Sandia Modeling Team.

Maybe they didn’t think about it.

Danielle - I don’t remember now, I’m sorry.

Anyway, I’m just suggesting when there’s a draft document, on the formal team members maybe it could be circulated for comment.  Maybe no one wants to read 163 Mb.

Craig – I think it’s mostly pictures and graphs.  They just didn’t want you to get it.

O.k.

Danielle -  While we’re waiting for that to come up, just to mention the public involvement aspect.  We’re going to try and send out another newsletter here in another month. Thanks to Peter, we have over 10,000 addresses for people in the local area to send them out to.  So we haven’t even begun that yet, but basically it will be a short newsletter that talks about what I just talked about.

She has the water customers for the Town of Silver City.

Danielle – It’s great, absolutely great.

Danielle, I don’t understand why the Technical Committee wouldn’t want anybody to read that.  As I recall, it’s just a regurgitation of what we got at the Science Forum.

Danielle – Why the Science Forum? Yeah, I don’t know, when we got it they just asked us not to circulate it very widely.  So, it was just a draft.  

Jeanmarie displayed a slide showing the framework.

Recommended Framework

· Flow Regime- building block approach

· Address seasonality

· % of flow reduction technique

· physical habitat simulation

· quantify harm –mitigate

· river-floodplain-groundwater connection

Peter W. – This is from Cliff’s presentation that he gave.  Jeanmarie and I and the others that attended really feel that this would be the strength or core elements that were presented that we have moved forward with.  Jeanmarie?

Jeanmarie – He used a lot of examples.  He used flow levels in Florida, which is a state law for all their streams.   These are the basic elements.  He also cited a number of cases, such as the [missed] River in Arizona, references from the National Academy of Sciences and others.  The flow regime building block approach is where you look at the full range of natural flows on a seasonal basis and a flow regime basis, with respect to low flows and small floods and larger floods.  Basically, you assess what the natural flow regime is.  In Florida, they use this technique called percent of flow reduction technique where they say, “How much could we reduce that flow and still maintain those critical flow components that support the ecological system?”      

Peter W. – Finding those thresholds.

Jeanmarie – Right, finding those flow thresholds.  They use some other models to help them do this in Florida.  In Florida, they don’t quantify harm, but they have a 15% that they setup with Fish and Wildlife. 

Vince pulled up some other slides from Cliff’s presentation.

Vince - The idea that you don’t look at a single minimum flow.  This would be like what Gerald was showing us, this would be like the average hydrograph for the Gila for the last fifty years, for everyday.  Minimum flows, low flows, high flow, so you may have very different targets for different times of the year or you may be allowed to… The sensitivity of the system may be different at different times of the year.

Peter W. – That sensitivity that you referred to could be with ecological concerns.  If you look at the blocks going across there for the entire year could have different hydrologic characters, but also there being ecological considerations that could be tied to the life history of a species, ecosystem or community. 

Jeanmarie – That’s basically looking at the timing, frequency, duration, and magnitude of flows within a seasonal context and maintaining a seasonal pattern that mimics the natural hydrograph and maintains ecological integrity.

Vince – And correlating it with the life stage of the aquatic species of concern or many that may be of concern.  So a spawning period or predation could all be …

Jeanmarie – Can you go up one more slide, I think I saw one more bullet.  Yeah, it says “Significant Harm – 15% reduction in available habitat”, see that’s a Florida rule of thumb, but that’s where Dave Campbell pointed out that doesn’t really apply here and consider the whole spatial aspect as well as the temporal with the groundwater connection.

Danielle – So to tie this back to the workshop, if I understand it correctly, you guys used these points to make sure that the scopes of work would answer some of these questions?

Jeanmarie – No, we had that up on the screen as we were laying out the tasks from the scopes of work and going through our discussion.  We kept going back to that slide. 

Vince – So, right.

Peter W. That’s correct.

Vince – So we want to make sure we are collecting the data we need to do the flow regime, the building block approach, which is very much what Gerald had and the data we’ve been collecting for the model.  There may be some new analysis of that and then this percent of flow reduction technique basically gets back to some sort of habitat model where you’re looking at changes in flows of the river and how those variations would impact suitable physical habitat for various species to live in the river as well as in the riparian community with variation in groundwater levels.  

Peter W. – We call it the thresholds.

Vince -  O.k., the thresholds.  So basically you’d be able to get an idea.  That requires some higher resolution modeling than we’re doing here for the river and how that habitat changes with variations in discharge.  And so, you’d do that modeling for each of those blocks and that would kind of set a baseline and then you’d go back through and look at the same with say a CUFA diversion or something and you’d look to see what the impact would be on the habitat and whether that is acceptable or not.  That’s where getting to some kind of measure of what this significant harm should be.

Peter W. - Quantifying.

Vince – Quantifying.  Usually again, where these things may take a nosedive.  That might give a scientific defensible way of setting what this significant harm means. Try and establish this defensible basis within this framework, which is gaining more acceptance internationally.  

Jeanmarie – I think that pretty well characterizes it.

Craig – You might want to go back up to that slide that had the principles on it.  People might be interested in that as well, I don’t know.

Jeanmarie – This is out of that draft report.

Vince – These are more or less the building blocks, the underlying assumptions, if you will, that give support to that framework that is being proposed.

Jeanmarie – I guess this says it is from Bonn and Arlington, but that draft report has some of this in it too.

Vince – For purposes of what we’re doing, flow will be the key determinant.  Aquatic species are linked to that flow and varies with their life history stages. 

Peter W.  – If you look at those four principles though, it covers a lot of the work that the Technical Subcommittee addressed in the last 10 months to a year.  I thought there was an excellent parallel here.

Vince – Yeah, the scopes of work that were developed largely capture the components of this, they just needed to be organized in this framework that really can be delivered.  It kind of gave it the teeth and the scientific credibility.

Peter W. - The principles helped us identify how to prioritize the scopes of work.

For the three study areas, if you’re choosing the area of the Nature Conservancy farm as representative of the agricultural areas in the valley, that is a de-paupered [de-watered?] area …

What? 

There are very few native fish in that reach because the river has dried up almost every summer, so it is very hard for them to re-colonize.  While on the other hand, agricultural areas further down the valley can be rich in the native fish species because they are actually not completely de-watered and so if you use that particular reach as representative of the valley, you’ll come to the conclusion that there are very few native fish in the agricultural reaches of the valley.  But that’s not correct.  Right now is a rich cycle.  If you are looking for representative, you may need to consider another area.  I’m just trying to point out the TNC reach has very few native fish because it gets dried up each year.  The bird area is excellent for native fish.  There are some concerns that the Turkey Creek and Mogollon Creek the grading of the river is too high to support the native species and there are a lot of exotics in that particular portion of the river.

Vince - I think you’re right and that was discussed and that’s why I think the bird site was picked.  There’s probably still more discussion to go on.

Craig – The discussion that went on at the Coordinating Committee when we picked these sites is that we don’t have enough money to do every inch of the river or rivers.  Could we pick three sites and study those real well and extrapolate. The Nature Conservancy site was thought to be more representative of what might happen near Virden actually in terms of drying.

Awesome.  I mean it’s a great place to study the effects of de-watering, no question about it.  But if you’re trying to find a representative sample of the AG reaches, the Agnew would be a better.

Jeanmarie – As I recall those three locations had quite a bit of discussion at the January 17 meeting and David Folkes had quite a bit of comment into that.  I think that’s a good point though, if you are looking at the biodiversity of an agricultural reach then the [TNC] farm may not be as good as…

Where is the Agnew?

It’s about 2 miles down the river, just above the take-out.  I know from sampling there that have been loge minnow and spike dase. 

It doesn’t get de-watered?

Not to date.  There are some ditch enlargements that may have that effect, but I don’t know for sure.  I just know that the Nature Conservancy area below the dual take-outs of the Gila River Ditch and the Fort Weston that gets dried out and it doesn’t get re-colonized.  And of course, it wouldn’t just be logeon and spike dase that are missing, it’s suckers …  Anyway, I just wanted to point that out.

Peter W. – Peter, that’s an excellent point.  If we use what we called the TNC site, we could expand site upstream to get above the diversion or downstream to capture the wetted area you are referring to.  What we discussed on the 17th was not chiseled in stone, there’d be flexibility to, say maximize the characteristics that we discussed.

I only mention it after looking at these principles and thinking about the consequences.  As long as you guys find something.

Peter W. – We want to be flexible. 

Is the Virden area one of the sites?  You say three areas, but I saw four on the slide.

Danielle – No, what you saw on the slides was given to the Technical Committee early on to look at potential diversion locations.  The three things we are talking about are reaches to study that would be representative of the whole river and we could study and extrapolate from.  They are two different things.

Which site is representative of the Virden area?

Peter W. - Probably the TNC.

My point is that there are excellent reaches in the river that have diversions on them that are not de-watered that have vigorous populations of wildlife.

Craig – There were three reaches that the Coordinating Committee suggested to the Technical Committee.  If there is additional funding, we’ll do more.  But we wanted to pick the three that are most representative and the Technical Committee can weigh in on that.

Vince – Anything else you want to say? 

Danielle - Technical Subcommittee meets on 3rd floor of the Student Union Building here on campus tomorrow.  I’m done.

Break
Model Demo
Vince - Will Teplinski has a little mock-up. Want to get comments on the general feel.  Nothing is set in stone.  Not wanting level of detail down to what sliders on what pages.  Let’s just get the general feel.

Will - Interface divided between the two rivers and then controls for the overall model.  Basin-wide we’re planning on having some controls on climate where we can either use historical data or we can re-group the data so that we’ll have some periods of drought and some periods of wetter weather.  That is pretty much temperature and river flow data.  We’ve also talked about some controls on forest fire.

Vince – That’s not going to happen this current phase.

Will – Mining is an issue for commercial water use, so we’re thinking of an on/off switch.  A button for endangered species.

Amy - I think the mining issue is one we’ve talked about a number of times.  We’re hoping to have a slider bar where lease back from mining to the farmers.  That’s been happening for a couple of years.  

Even when they stop mining their water use will not go to zero.

Amy – Do you know what the minimum usage is?

You can look at their water projections in their closure permits, what’s predicted for water use at closure.

Amy - Do they intend to close out their mines?

Chino is planning to close out in 30 years, Tyrone in 3-8 years.  This changes with the price of copper.  

Have you heard anymore about the sale, Allyson?

Shareholders of Phelps Dodge are voting March 14 or 15, so expected merger after that point.  It has already passed SEC rules.

Amy - What we have are historical data, monthly surface water and groundwater use for Bill Evans Lake and Phelps Dodge in that reach.  What I’m hearing is how that ties to a schedule if that’s closing out and maybe tied to copper price or maybe not?

Yeah, absolutely.

Amy – How would we go about building that into a model?

Well, it’d be really good if Phelps Dodge were on the team.

Will – We don’t know what the copper price would need to be to re-start the mine.  That’s why se can just have an on switch.  Say o.k. say copper price went up.

Vince -  Can toggle with de-commissioning, but probably can’t tie in copper price.  So probably want to be able to show that basin by basin.

Amy – I think he has that.

Question about the climate button. Are you incorporating in climate change forecasts based on the Governor’s committee report on climate change?

Will – What we are starting to develop is a data pattern that was used in the Rio Grande, the Upper Rio Grande Water Operations Project where they ordered historical data to have low and high flow period.  Doing a cursory look at the stream flows in the Gila, it looks like there’s parallels with the Rio Grande and the Gila.

Not asking if relying on historical data, people are thinking that there will be changes.  People are thinking the snow pack will decline, the runoff will decline, may be less participation.  I mean the Governor issued a report on this three or four months ago.  I just wonder if even if you don’t have all the data, if you need to incorporate climate shift as a toggle switch. 

Vince – So, that’s a really good point.  We were thinking you could have three modes you could take: 1) historical data, 2) a scenario like Will talked about in the Middle Rio Grande intermediate patterns with wetter/drier periods, and 3) something out of the ordinary.  I think your suggestion is to look at that report, digest it and figure out how we can apply that within the historical data frame so we get the seasonal and year-to-year fluctuations, but on top of that we could make temperatures in a particular month warmer to reflect that on-average change.  Does that sound like the kind of thing we want?

Yeah, that’d be great.

Vince – So we’ll do that.

How significant is that? The variations in the climate.

Vince - Probably the most important factor is the higher flows will occur earlier in the year.  Probably one of the more major.  I haven’t read the report yet, so I don’t know all the details, but I think it’s probably worth having there.

Will - Individual controls on the river. The Gila and the San Francisco will be pretty parallel so I’m just going to go through the San Francisco. Hydrographs where you can draw down specific reaches.  Also talking about consumptive use, which has been created already in the CUFA model.  River leakage and right now that’s pretty much what we’re talking about except for all the output that’s already done in the CUFA model.

Leakage, gaining or losing?

Amy - Could be either.  Each reach is a unit.

That’s sort of what those hydrographs show you.  It does go back and forth.

Will – On surface water, we’re talking about some CUFA controls.  Each reach can be turned on/off.  Then we can look at setting percentages of diversions.  Here’s the potential flow that we can move up and down.

Those three different buttons, are they based on where diversion might be or are they based on the gage information?

Amy – It’s based on the gage information.  These is not tied to the model, it’s sort of a template we’re proposing.  This will be directly tied to the CUFA, but we haven’t done the spatial.

But if there were a proposed diversion on the San Francisco would you have it above and below it, is that how it would be?  Or would it be by the reaches we have?

This is something we need to talk about as a team.  Right now, and the reason it’s not connected to the model, in the model there is a difference in diversion and consumptive use.  In the CUFA model treats it as if all diversion is used consumptively.  The model will decide consumptive use, but we need to decide where what’s left over goes back.  Does it go back in the same reach, does it go back downstream?

So this diversion right there is that CUFA diversion or AG?

Amy – It could be either.

Vince -  We can set sliders that can change acreage, crop type, and other things for each reach, how much consumed.  Other option is to allow the diversions to change.  A third would be, this we haven’t decided, looking at future CUFA diversions.  I don’t think we could do a full economic analysis.  I don’t think we could get there by June.  What level of detail should we start building in the model now?  Is it enough to take the maximum the CUFA would allow and see what the effect would be on each reach?  Or some distribution across all the reaches?

Could you put a slider bar on it?  A percentage of maximum allowable

Amy - I think people are most interested in the CUFA, so it would be pertaining to CUFA diversion with a percentage of total distributed over the reaches.  
What is “potential flow”?

Amy - It’s a threshold at minimum flow, we decided to call it potential rather than ESA flow.

I thought it would be something left over, maybe should call it “minimum flow.”  I look at that and I see diversions and potentials flows, so o.k. here’s the diversion and here’s what’s left over.

Amy – O.k.

Vince -  So let me see if I understand what you’re saying.  For each reach, we could: play with the basic demands within the reach, varying agricultural demands, play with domestic well and commercial mining, whatever happens in that reach.  That would be one set of toggles, as well as the climate we’ve talked about.  Then you could go down and say, now I’m going to play the game of putting controls on minimum and maximum flows or whatever, and it could differ by time of year.  Then the next level for that reach would be whether I want to take the CUFA diversion, either taking all or use a slider to take relative proportions.  Is that the level we need?
You need to remember consumptive use doesn’t reflect actual ditch diversion, could dry up.  It’s possible to have a dry river after take all the CUFA because it’s all running down the ditches to provide a head for delivery of water.  So I think you need to have some means of matching CUFA diversions with Ag diversions that is not merely consumptive use, especially as a lot of the diversions happen in the winter don’t have the transpiration.

Vince -  Right.  I understand what you’re saying.  We divided it up so we would know where that maximum impact is.  What you’re saying we need to be able to look at the diversion relative to the ESA, relative to what the CUFA can take.

Need diverted amount, CUFA diverted amount, ESA/biological flows need to be linked.

Vince - Important point, if we put a slider in each reach, including the San Francisco: CUFA flow distributed across multiple reaches or toggle between the San Francisco and Gila, then depending on how you distributed, you can choose how you distribute.  Not sure I’m saying it right.  I’ll try to draw it.  Vince made a drawing.

Could you even do that?  

Vince – Do we limit ourselves to things that we think are feasible?

Do you model things that aren’t possible?

Do your diversions allow for pumping near the river?

Vince – Is it feasible to take 200 cfs out of the river or do we take it out of  groundwater, are we consuming it?  What would be most useful at this level?
Are you going to model the rainfall runoff?

Vince -  Geoff is still working on that.  It is huge. My hope is to have some of that, but we won’t have it all by June.

The Colorado River in Texas, the farmers would call for so much water for irrigation and it would take 3-4 days to get there and in the meantime, there was a big rainfall.  The technology is getting better where they can forecast and save their water call.  Are these kinds of things going to be modeled?

Vince -  If we could get a realistic set of rules such as that tell us that farmers really forebear if they have rain.

If you model this way, by taking out various percentages at multiple locations, will it be able to tell us if can’t take all out at one place?

Vince - Yes.

Yes, that’s totally valuable.

Vince -  We could set the biological flows, then we could see the best distribution for taking water.  

Can you model return flows then?

Vince - Yes, question is when you put it back.  Can set that up.

Would there be return flows from CUFA?

Vince -  I don’t know.

It depends on what project is chosen.

Vince – I’m not sure there would be, unless some off river reservoir with leakage, but you might not treat it as captured water at all.

For smaller diversions, pumping may be the way to go.  Are you not going to include that? 

Vince -  We need to think about that.  You could define it as a direct discharge or possibly a pumping.

Groundwater.

If we do groundwater pumping then don’t we have to re-negotiate with Arizona?

Vince – Is that just in Virden?

Does anybody know?

I thought there was some kind of consultation with the Technical Team.

Craig?

Craig - Yes.  If you had a well that was closely connected to the stream then not much of a problem.

That’s what I mean.  There’s less impact on the flow if you pump from about 30 feet away. For a small amount of water might be better.

Amy – Would you like to see that?

If it’s legal.

Amy - We did divide the groundwater into alluvial and deep aquifers.

To me one of the critical questions is return flow.  If you pump it out and it never comes back it is a depletion, but there are instances when there could be return flow.
Amy - We could give you a choice of where to divert and return.

Is it reasonable to think there would be return flow?

If sign a contract with the Secretary of Interior for this water, then a lot less to develop.  If you wanted to use for AG in Virden they have wells that are close to the Gila River where effects are almost instantaneous.

Vince -  I’m trying to get a list here.  

CUFA Diversions (recorded on chart paper)

1. Distribute between Gila & San Francisco 

2. Diversions by reach

a. Max available

b. Or user specified % by reach

3. pumping vs. river diversion Assume all river diversions

4. return flows

If I leased 1000 acre/ft and it affected my neighbor’s well.  I’m thinking of a 100 ft. well, if neighbor increases his pumping to take some of that Arizona water.

 Amy - CUFA does not take water if it fails the tests.  You can have a slider bar of what you want, at the end of the day, it is in the model to show what is available to take.

Vince -  Is this far enough as to the detail?  Are there other limits on this extraction?

Leave as is.

Vince -  Ok with me, less work

Vince - Going to have a delayed effect on the river.

Should be less than a day

Vince - I would agree you’d see a rapid effect. 

I think I agree with Martha, good to look at a gross scale

Vince -  So don’t get into pumping vs. river diversion. Change it to assume all river diversions.

Vince -  What about return flows? You have to account for it in some way.

Leave it in.

Vince -  This is simple, we’ll leave it in.

Amy - Is it going back in same reach?

Vince - Same reach.

Amy - Doesn’t address Peter’s earlier question

When presented to people, it was talked about as expensive water with demand outside the basin.

Vince - You could put it as zero return flow.

It may be that we find that you can’t take all of it in one place.  May be that there are a lot of small AG projects where there is return flow.

For sake of comparison, are we going to model the Mimbres at all?  Could theoretically take 10,000 acre/ft out of aquifer.

Vince - We are working on a rough Mimbres model

Dutch, wouldn’t that require the OSE to allocate new water rights?

Water rights lying fallow, primarily Phelps Dodge…. The Ballaeu Report…

I talked to John Hawley and he had some positives and some negatives.

Vince - I think that covers it.  If we do these options that’d be a good place to start.

Will - Groundwater Usage. Irrigation Pumping …, changing ratio of AG crops in each reach, changing cattle population, Silver City population

Is that just Silver or surrounding areas?

Amy - Would you like to include other areas, such as Bayard?

Silver population is 13,000, but serves 19,000.  Useful to track surrounding service area such as Bayard and Hurley.  I’d be happy to get with you on this.

Vince - This gets to how growth affects water use.

Important to look at all communities in the “mining district” as being served by Silver City.

I don’t think that is relevant to this model.

Don’t limit yourself to 13,000 to 19,000.

In other places using rights, here changing to population.

Vince -  Like to be able to see when Silver City would hit that cap.

I think that is getting into alternatives.

So would you have a red flag?

Amy - We could control by max water right.  I guess we could keep the slider bar and then give the user a flag

The Gila and Mimbres go back and forth

Are you now not going to have a population growth?

Vince - Probably could show different growth scenarios, with maybe a flag

How does that connect to impacts on endangered species?

The more Silver City pumps the less in river.

Vince -  Two reasons, helpful to know demand in basin and if CUFA water would be of use or if retire AG land, use fallow rights mines aren’t using.

Silver City is interested in working with neighboring communities, talking about regional water system.

Amy - I think it would be worthwhile to have the flag.  Don’t have controls for rural area, although accounting for population.

Vince - Eventually we can put those on.

These are all tied to wet water. Silver is looking at a paper water issue.

Vince - In the model, then when go above a growth limit the region is using more water than they have

If they go over their water then do they go to CUFA water?  Who do they buy it from?

Vince - Have to figure out a project

Would have to go to all the other parties if pump from existing would have to go back to the parties to get agreement.  If Franks Well Fields then it would be very difficult.  Don’t see that happening.

What about tributary, if pumped out of alluvium at Bear Creek would that have same problems?

Depends

Could you put a dam…

Legally possible

All those little communities, did not use population.

Glenwood is all on wells, Reserve has a partial distribution

Glenwood has a bunch of wells

If someone broke up Phelps Dodge, then when select alternatives need to be able to consider lots of homes in Cliff-Gila Valley

Vince - A little more to think about

Amy - In Reserve, municipal system, but others treated by household non-consumptive wells

Vince -  Is all Cliff-Gila non-consumptive?

Amy - No new water rights in the area.  In Catron County census data.

It’s the service area that is important, not just the town.  School population declining, more houses, but fewer people.  Water use is declining gradually.  Greatest growth is expanding the service area.  Say people on domestic wells with nitrate problems want to come onto city water.  City water is expensive.

Project Timeline
Vince -  We talked about the next thing to do is have a day workshop to demo model, training, give copy of model, play with model, look at scenarios.  Maybe could do with laptops for those that have them.  Need a PC, not a Mac unless have conversion

Will - ~120MB with data files

Amy - Model is about ~80mb

Vince -  Bring own computer and we’ll load it on that day.

Here in this building?

Vince -  We might could do it here if we borrow from UNM.  We’ll check into it

Lab in Deming too.

Vince -  That might be a better alternative.

Mentioned not being done by June. What’s happening in June?

Vince -  Funded through earmarks from Domenici.  Not certain whether we will have funding immediately when this money runs out in June.

Is someone visiting with Bingaman?

Everyone in this room needs to contact them and tell 

Might be some money not specifically earmarked

Vince -  Let me see if a collective effort might help

Could you timeline out what you can get for funding?

Bingaman & Domenici need letters that say this work needs to continue

Some of the groups could write letters 

We have a lobbyist

Vince - Valuable to talk to Bingaman and Domenici. They are putting money in ’08 , but if talk might help.  Sandia also has a Small Business Program that may work for this project.  I would say that definitely in a year or so we will be able to re-engage.

Is this a model in other parts of the country?

Vince - Willamette, Upper Rio Grande, tools and projects, hope to demonstrate the value.  Domenici sees that …

I think Peter had the perfect approach, elected officials should write letters

Could someone write a letter and let us know what to say?

Letters don’t make it anymore

Vince - We have been borrowing some on this project 
Someone is going to write bullet points for continuing the project?

Vince - Mid to late April for a workshop. April 16 in Deming, Western or here.

Next Webex is March 7

Action Items: 

[Items were not reviewed at the meeting.  They were pulled out while editing these notes.]

· Vince – Put the Framework on the Collaborative Modeling Team website

· Vince – See if a Technical Team meeting to learn to use the model and discuss with the Collaborative Modeling Team is possible

· Danielle – Put the Science Forum report on the Coordinating Committee website and send links to this Team

· Vince – Identify how items in the data memo from this team were dealt with in the model and/or scopes of work

· Vince – Information to the Team about who/how to request funding to continue this project

· Vince – Determine logistics for the April 16 team model rollout workshop  
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