Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team

21 March 2007, 7:00am Webex

Attendees: 

Tom Bates, Steve Cullinan, Kristan Cockerill, Lacy Daniel, Rick Holdridge, Geoff Klise, Christina Linterman, Martin McMillan, Will Peplinski, Mary Reece, Craig Roepke, Peter Russell, Dutch Salmon, Gerald Schultz, Martha Schumann, Allyson Siwik, Amy Sun, Vincent Tidwell, Danielle Vick, Peter Wilkinson

Model

Review latest interface developments

Will – There are some changes since the face-to-face meeting.  This is the main interface.  Icons that cover output, climate, CUFA, municipal demand, agriculture, minimum river flows, and mining

What is minimum flow?

Will – It’s a value you can set.  You can block it out seasonally.  Can look at hydrographs

Natural hydrographs?

Will – Yes.  Looking in the future, hydrographs will be calculated.  Technical problem with the model right now, so you can’t see what the graphs will look like.

What is relation between minimum flows & CUFA flows?

Amy – It will have accounted for the min flow.  ISC is committed to honoring the minimum flow.  Results from a CUFA diversion plus minimum flow and other constraints

My assumption is that the ecological thresholds are the driver

Vince – Second set of rules that go along with the CUFA

Is that relationship in the model?

If ecology is embedded in CUFA, how can there be any minimum flows?

Didn’t we talk about minimum flows not being part of CUFA? There is no legal requirement for minimum flow in CUFA

Amy – The days falling below minimum flow, don’t meet the CUFA requirements.  You would want to monitor the river.  If look at minimum flow page…

Kristan – On interface, they are separate buttons, but are connected?

They are embedded.  Maybe they should be separate.

Amy – I think they should have the minimum flow embedded because ISC will honor

It should be separate because the ISC can change their minds.

Craig - Whatever you want to call it, we will honor it.

Vince – Are we confusing a target that we want to maintain certain levels in the river and then we have the actual flows?  In the future, management only has meaning with respect to CUFA diversions.  Two issues, 1) target aiming to, and 2) actual flows.  May not always make target due to natural system or irrigation diversions.  We wondered, my understanding is that irrigators wouldn’t forego use if minimum flows were not met.

This gets to the additive effect.  We can set up targets. Fuzzy to have minimum flows embedded in the CUFA.  It would be more clear not to embed, but recognize that ISC intends to honor by having a third point that combines CUFA and minimum flows.

The additive concept is mistaken.  Whether the CUFA would allow withdrawal, the minimum flows would be an additional constraint.

If embedded, then hard to tease out. It is not in the Act. Better to look at separately. 

Vince – You could calculate how many days we achieve a minimum, or fall below a minimum flow, without the CUFA.  Also could set the minimum flow with CUFA.  Could zero out the minimum flow, so you could see strictly how much is just CUFA.

So, within the CUFA there are several sliders?

Will – In the control panel for the CUFA, there are these controls on the left.

Amy – We can put in a baseline; output of CUFA, so when you run it will give you which tests are met and which are not met.  Everything will have an output of CUFA without minimum flow.  Would people like that?

Yes.

Kristan – Can you click on minimum flows button so people can see?

Will – Here is what it looks like.  If you like the ratios, you can drag the slider.

Kristan – Amy, you’re saying that on the main page, add a button to ignore minimum flow?

Amy – Not necessarily a button, but show all results for CUFA without minimum flow or other additional constraints.

Kristan – does that answer concerns?

I think so.

Yes.

We’ll be able to play with it in a few weeks.

Question on boxing flows.  Didn’t science group say it was also the weekly/daily flows. 

Vince – I though it was seasonal.

Weren’t they talking about needing so many days of flow?

Hydrologic variability is important, minimum flows is old concept.  Must take into account the variability.

Vince – my understanding was that Cliff Dahm a first level of resolution.

I can’t believe that they aren’t looking at variability.

Of course, they are looking at variability.  The other thing about minimum flow, Steve is correct, minimum flows alone don’t give you full assessment.  If there is no water in river, it’s a problem.

The block structure does not address variability

Vince – My understanding is that Cliff showed target flows 

Need to talk to Cliff.

Amy – I think there is a lot of back and forth about this.  This is where we are going to start.  We need to make a decision and start.  Once you start designing minimum flow…  I’d like consensus on what we are doing so we can keep moving.  Maybe you are concerned about degree of variability.

Kristan – Do others have concerns?

One of the tasks is about variability. One of papers back to ’96 is about minimum flow.  Can’t just do block releases, and expect variability, but variability is a huge component in ecological aspects.

Amy – Variability is part of management of CUFA constraints with calls. There are more than four blocks, there is a monthly base for CUFA.  We need to reach agreement and not change each meeting.

My feeling is that the model is not etched in stone; there can be real time changes down road. 

It is important to look at variability at some point.

Vince – What would the output look like?

Brian Richter has written about this, blocking flow events into minimum, average, freshets. 

Vince – model framework is set up so that we could easily track that.  Could add some buttons to track how often we have 5000 cfs flow.  We could output that.

It needs to be compared to the hydrograph.

Dangerous to not put in while the funding is available. 

If not working by April, work is in vain

If easy to do, then we should do.

Amy -  it is not easy to do.  I’ll put some thought into it.

Kristan – One thing we talked about doing is outlining next steps.  We can add this as next step with a budget.  If model goes out beyond the group, then that can be included.

That works if the caveat is in the model itself.  I understand Amy’s frustration.

There are a couple of papers the modelers should see – I’ll get them out.

Amy – I think what Jeanmarie has done gets at this.  If you can provide the variability requirements. 

Vince – They are saying we need another block with additional thresholds.

The Mike Harvey report has what we are discussing.  It looks at flows and the channels.  If look at the Harvey Report that would give you a template rather than digging into the literature.  

Kristan – I think what we’ve agreed to, is that it will be a priority.  It may not be there on the 16th, but can come back as funding becomes available.

Didn’t Vince say they would look at a framework by the 16th?

Vince – We can look at …

Amy – will do output with variability framework by the end of the current money.

Data inputs will come later.

Vince – I think we can give output, but not managing CUFA diversions.  

Will have to do that eventually. On another topic - what about growth- the model doesn’t addresses growth issues.  A couple of weeks ago a project was planned for a golf course.  I didn’t think that would happen for a few years, but happening now. [Read comments about growth to the group.]  Is Dutch on?  You recognize those, you wrote every one of them.

Kristan – Can add growth to the next steps list.

Isn’t growth in the municipal demand section? 

Kristan – Let’s summarize the variability issue – there will be a framework of some sort in this funding cycle for variability, with details to come with later funding. Let’s give it back to Will to tell us what the rest of the model looks like. 

Will – Still in the process of more flexibility for drought.  Running historical data into the future.  Manipulate for climate change, run 20-40 years of data with more wet or more dry periods.  Gives you an idea of how the river would respond.  We have the ability to move sliders up and down.  CUFA, we’ve already looked at. Municipal demand – silver city population, using water rpt, trying to develop population model based on number of hookups.  Two or three studies showing various population trends, one hit maximum water allocations in 2021, another 2045, able to increase or decrease population growth.  

Also worth noting actual population growth.  Actual population decline in Grant County, more hookups, but fewer people.  Also, some figures in Southwest Water Plan, low, med, high scenarios.  Craig added arbitrary high + 20%, some of us objected, but Daniel B. Stevens went along with it.  

Growth projections are based on population estimates. Long meeting with UNM demographers for statewide water planning recently.  Demographer said US Census projections often wrong. Demographer volunteered that immigration is not yet accounted for.

Is this a BBER person?

Not in BBER, but works for BBER. Call Angela to get her name.

Kristan – so what numbers should the modelers use?

I’m familiar with demography of this area.  We provide water for more than Silver City.  I’m wondering if should use mining district and aggregate with Silver City.

Will – That’s what we are doing.

Bayard has its own water utility.  I’m wondering if you should aggregate the other communities with Silver City. You will undercount if just look at Silver City.  System could expand.  Could start providing water to Santa Clara 

Will – Could have switch to add a certain number of taps.

O.k. Issue is not the population of Silver City; it is the number of taps.

Kristan – Does a switch for taps work?

Will - I can add a lump sum of new taps.

Vince – Those communities are together in the Mimbres as one integrated population.

New water would serve all.

Question.  Silver City is not in the Gila Basin, but this shows it there.

Will – The well fields are there.

What about the interface between the basins?

Vince – We are working on a high-level model of the Mimbres, not sure it will be ready by the 16th.

The point is to change population to a broader concept – number of taps plus population?

Can the page be clarified to show that Silver City is not in Gila?

Yes

Will – Lacking names of these water utilities and location.

Don’t you want to know?  I’ll get that to you.

Will – Reserve and Glenwood population not built yet.  Domestic consumptive and non-consumptive wells...

They don’t get 3-acre feet per year

We compiled by reach from the Waters database.

A few have 3af, not many.

Amy – Off top of head, I think in hundreds, not thousands.

Vince – Good point, numbers would be helpful to see.  Also, will have new domestic wells.

Looking at tab, each new resident is given a water right of .6 ac.ft.?  Is that right?

Vince – Assumption, return through septic

When doing a new subdivision use the consumptive.  

Martin is here and might be able to tell us.

The permits are issued for zero. We assume they use some, but most returned.

Vince – Do you think you recapture all?

No

In the Gila Basin because of Supreme Court decree.  People move in and state has to give them some water.  Take Santa Fe, .26 consumptive use per year, but if don’t meter there is probably more use.  If you want to be accurate, zero is not realistic.

It is likely too high

Vince – We can explain they get a .6 ac.ft. permit; then add a slider. 

They are given a zero ac.ft. permit.

Kristan – Isn’t that what Martin said?

Yes

Amy - There is a slider.  It goes into a stock of shallow aquifer or deep aquifer.  You are re-distributing the water and may affect the river

Kristan – I think the point is that the last line in the text is wrong.  The permit says 0, so the text can’t say .6. – change this to reflect Amy’s point about redistributing water.

Will – Per capita water use will be a slider.  Municipal demand if want to put in golf course this would be the place to do it.

Can put it in, but it is highly unlikely that development will happen.

Will – Low priority

The developer either has rights or not, and that is accounted for in the model.

Vince – That is a good point.  All rights are accounted for, so have to move from one place to another.  If come up against limit, then a pop-up box, they would have to get water somewhere

That’s where you get into having the Mimbres wells also.  You would have to have the slider bar look at each well field. The town is pursuing new rights and return flows.

Vince – Not getting credit for return flows now?

No

Kristan – I added the connection to the Mimbres to the list of next steps to discuss.

Will – Agriculture demand.  Stock wells, irrigation pumping, ties into how much acreage pumped.  Can move the values up and down.  This is set up to show the total number of adjudicated acres.  Can change the percentage.  Mining, we’re still talking about. 

They have 50,000 ac.ft. of water, so important.

Will – Processed water from the pits.

Amy – I think in mining, we won’t have a lot of flexibility for changing.  They might lease out water rights.  It may not have to be in one category by itself.

Good to have in one category by itself.  Need to look at mining as additional demand on river, but also replacing demand for water.

Currently using less than half of what they own. True for 20 years.

Amy – Usually ISC survey.  I want to make sure we don’t double count. We will put in a slider bar.

State Engineer’s legal counsel said if mining rights were sold,  if had not put them to beneficial use, they would be forfeited.

Case right now, Exxon. Water that was never proved up at point of diversion, but is now in consideration for transfer back to the Gila Valley.  Deming was allowed to purchase.  There is now a notice of transfer back

That’s exactly what I am saying; it is being transferred back to its original point of use.

The point is that it is New Mexico water, not subject to compacts.  

Kristan – One of the key things about systems dynamics is that we can play with these things even if folks think it is unlikely to happen.  Are you comfortable with Amy doing what she said?

Yes.

Kristan – I’ll add mining to the next steps list.

Did you show us climate?

Will – nothing behind the image – listed what will be there earlier.

Other

Update on all-day demo

Kristan – Status for the 16th?  Locations?

Vince – Still working on Deming, calling a lady there, but will need to talk to Tom again.

Kristan – Still planning on 9 am in Deming somewhere.  Plan is to play with the model

Do we bring our computer?

Vince – yes.

Do we need certain amount of space on computer?

Kristan – Vince, can you get that information to me?  Meeting may be in a place with computers in case there are problems loading.

Recent legislative developments
 

Kristan – Craig, Danielle, do you want to give us an update on legislative developments?

Craig - At recent legislature, worked hard, lot of local government support, 11 studies proposed from the Technical Subcommittee:  [Craig listed projects and proposed funding.]  It totaled $945,000 appropriated in HB2 with language we did not write.  A slew of organizations, including GCC, wrote/called Governor’s office and the Governor vetoed. 

Gila Conservation Coalition did not contact the Governor’s office. We took a neutral position and did not join the opposition

Craig - You got the battle going and let others gird their loins.  

It is inappropriate for one member to call another a liar.

Kristan – No one called anyone a liar, but I do want us to move on this discussion – what happened in the governor’s office and what does this mean for the project?

Craig - No dollars.  My instructions are to hibernate those studies.  I am despondent.  I think we had good potential. My understanding is these will not be considered in the extended session.

Kristan – Danielle’s email mentioned other funding sources – are those still a possibility? 

No.

Craig - As far as this model, I don’t know what your restrictions are.

Vince – I think it would be wrong for us not to finish what we’ve done.  It can certainly be used for more than the CUFA.  I can talk to Eric and be sure we don’t have any conflict with continuing. 

Craig - I think it is a great effort.  If there is anything you can do to keep it going …

What about the $100,000 specific to the model in the budget?

The Governor vetoed any work on Gila planning.  I can’t move dollars around.

The town of Silver City wrote a letter to Domenici to continue funding the model.

Craig - I wrote to ask the Congressional delegation to continue this work and Bob Glass’s and other work.  I frankly did not want ISC to be the entity controlling this thing.  I talked to Bob Glass about taking over oversight.

What are implications in regard to the Arizona Settlement Act?

Craig - The contractual right for that water continues.  This scares me – at some point there will be a demand for that water.  We had our best chance to be harmless on ecology with the proposed studies.

Has anybody else written to Domenici?

Kristan – I take this [silence] as a no.

This is important.  I agree with Vince that they should move forward as far as they can.  We talked about writing the congressional group.

Craig - We had sent a letter to congressional delegation. Bill Hume is working hard to get a little relief on this. I have had contact with some of the environmental groups who signed on to that campaign who are saying that perhaps they made a mistake.  If you are interested in continuing, there is nothing to stop people from calling/faxing the Governor to keep the model going.

James Jimenez suggested a meeting so that there could be an airing of environmental groups and ISC handling of this issue.  I would support a gathering of that kind to air views.  I think the Governor said the reason he vetoed is that there was no consensus.

Kristan – Dutch, can you follow up on that and see if there is something concrete?

I know discussions going on in the Governor’s office.  This is something I got second hand.

Kristan – I hear Peter suggesting that individuals write Governor and Domenici.  Vince, I hear you want to continue to logical stopping point. Craig, I hear that you don’t think that is a problem.  

Can’t be sponsored by ISC or the Coordinating Committee.  I could not participate.

Vince – He’s on vacation now. What a way to spend it!

Kristan, you’re leaving early too?

Kristan - My contract ends April 27.

One thing I hope you can do before you leave is look at initial goals and see what we have accomplished.

Kristan – I will be working on a final report and more academic papers.  Important to do what you suggest Peter.  I’m not going to just walk away.

Vince – What we might think about doing for those interested.  On 17th, we could talk over next steps, directions and options.  Whether Domenici joins in or Governor, we could look at one of these small business grants and maybe work with Deming, Silver City, and other offices.

I can’t be there the 17th.  I’d be happy to do it though.

Get Vance Lee in too.

Meeting Plans

Kristan - Any other comments? Agenda for 4/4 Webex, model review, assuming time, I’d like to start next steps discussion, and we need a model name.  In the interim, we can hopefully get location nailed down for April 16.

The room is all set up, but all wireless.

If no wireless [on our computers] can we use?

Vince – Do you have some computers?

I’ll have her call you.

Vince – I can probably borrow some computers from UNM.  If you can check on availability…

Kristan – Vince, then you and I can get together on a minimum computer requirement. We don’t need internet access. Thanks, Tom. 

Amy, did you get the stuff I sent on the Deming planning meeting on the scenarios?  Can scan and send out if you want.

Amy – Yes, I appreciate it  Gerald.

Kristan - Need to add scenario development to next step notes.

PAM Discussion

Christina, I didn’t understand your response about the PAM. If you make a mitigation recommendation and it turns out that it was wrong?  What happens then?

How would it be wrong?

If you said no effect if put project between Turkey Creek and Mogollon and then you do ESA, which is more in depth…

We wouldn’t say, no effect, more likely possible effects and mitigation.  I don’t see us saying no effect, do it here. Not that specific.  ESA is a different process and we take that into account while doing PAM.

But it says mitigation recommendations.  I’m worried about relying on PAM for planning project.

Migration would be in relation to impacts with choices and suite of recommendations. 

We would never do a project if we didn’t have adaptive management plans.  The other thing is there isn’t going to be a PAM.  It’s defunct without the funding.

PAM and CAR are two different things.  Whenever a project is proposed have to do a CAR.

ISC had signed an agreement with Fish and Wildlife Service to do this study, and now we don’t have the money to do that.

Kristan – OK – we need to wrap up – I’ll add the PAM issue to the next steps.

Meeting Schedule

4 April, 7:00 Webex


16 April – all day demo

