Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team

31 January 2007, 7:00am Webex

Attendees: 

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

Terri Wilson, Cartographer attending with Mary Reece 

Will Teplinski, Sandia, helping with the model interface  

CUFA/San Francisco

Amy discussed the CUFA modeling, walking through a presentation that showed how she analyzed the CUFA constraints.

Amy –How should Gila and San Francisco diversions be divided to meet the combined constraints? Here is a view graph that is helping me understand the different constraints.  Each box is a constraint. (See presentation).  

On the Gila, wouldn’t you have to meet the irrigation constraints?

Amy – Not that I know of.

If this diversion for the cap water were at head of the Gila Valley and irrigators continued to meet their needs then there would be no ESA flows.

That is right.

Need to put it on the chart to show irrigation coming off.

Is this ESA flow that could be set dependent on the Technical Subcommittee – the CUFA doesn’t set it.

Amy – This is just a placeholder right now, so yes.

Amy – On San Francisco more constraints. A clause in the CUFA about the requirements to withdraw water that is dependent on how much Phelps Dodge has withdrawn.  On the right side of the slide, combined constraints.  Blue boxes are yearly constraints, checked everyday, but only kicks in when you hit the maximum.  How to model, three options, 1) default, take as much water as allowed, met all constraints, fat and happy until we hit a yearly max…

On option 1, what do you mean by combined 64K/yr diversion?

Amy - Ignoring the yearly constraint until we hit it.

Can’t just consider that one constraint.

Amy - It checks all the constraints.

You could divert 64K for two years, and then none?

Amy – Yes.

Amy - “Ratio of daily diversion is defined by the relative proportion between Gila and SF rivers”

Isn’t there an impoundment restriction? 

There is a cost constraint. If you build something that can store more than 10k or 14k it can’t be at a greater cost than other storage

Amy - Option 2 – slider bar.  A water manger can decide how much water to withdraw.  Can also be conservative about the combined yearly maximum.  Option 3 – (4-10 rule) don’t exceed 14k acft/yr, ratio of daily diversion is fixed in 4:10 proportions

Not clear about this 14k acft/yr.  Would you never take more even if it was available? From an environmental standpoint, that is a bad idea.

Amy  - If you don’t think we should use, then we can change.  It’s a maximum, not an average.

Vince – Let me explain some overall context.  If you take the CUFA constraints, there are still some decisions a water manager can make.  Options 1 & 2 aimed at how we allocate what we take between Gila and San Francisco.  This last one is aimed at the idea that you may want to be, instead of taking all the water up front, you may want to distribute it over time, rather than taking all at once.  You don’t have to take.

Don’t understand Option 3.  The flows are variable, if you limited each year, then at end of 10 years you wouldn’t have 14k

That’s right.  If take as much as you can in a high flow year, you’ll run up against those limits.

Kristan - this discussion gets at something bigger; how we decide what goes in the model, what options to include and the ability to play “what if” games.  At what point do we cut off something from going in the model?

Amy - I highly encourage you all to look at this and think about this. For example, the GX and SY are the CUFA acronyms used.  [Amy walked though some examples using the three options.]

You’ve got the total flow as 1100, you have to subtract out bypass parameters.

Amy – There are days when you end up with …

You first have to subtract out the bypass.

Amy – I’ve done that.  This is purely hypothetical.

Kristan – I think Amy is saying that she has already taken out the bypass, so the amounts on the slide for GX and SY are after constraints have been met.

Then it is not GX and SY.

Amy - Ok, so I need different terms that mean GX- bypass and SY-bypass

Why do you say can’t do in Example 4?

Amy - Only 200 available. I do have a button that says whether you want to withdraw from Gila or San Francisco at all.  That you can turn on or off.

[Amy continued showing user interface options.]

Amy  - I have some results here to share with you all.

Can you maximize that on the screen?

Amy - I ran the model over a 30-year period.  I’d like to ask the group for some more permutations.  It takes awhile.  I would like to see if there are some volunteers that can download the model and try out some options.  This is the result of one run based on the options.  I haven’t checked to see if it is completely correct.  This is how much we could withdraw with Option 1.

This is with ESA flow in?

Amy - I showed this last time with ESA, you have option of a constant, or a monthly option.  If you use constant you can change the slider bar.  

What is the bottom line where it says Jan., Feb.?

Amy - It corresponds to the requirement for that month.

That is where the irrigation kicks in.

When you put ESA, there is a huge concern because we don’t have that information.  It is very dangerous to label that as ESA.  We have no projects, so no options.

Appreciate looking at these different options with the understanding that we’ll discuss them further.  Right now, we have an MOU - we’re supposed to be deciding CUFA impacts on endangered species.  Want to see a simple CUFA model now, without options, just to show constraints. The options are just out there and not helpful without a diversion project - is premature.  Let’s see a simple model first.

It might be reasonable to address the CUFA only and not address ESA because that’s not in the legislation.  The environmental flows are not a real constraint now. Do have to address irrigation.

We are supposed to be looking at ESA flows. The whole purpose is to look at ESA, but it is premature to put in a number.

Earlier comment said not to include ESA.

Whether we have a monthly distribution or a constant, then if we don’t include ESA we don’t need the model because we can do with the spreadsheet.

Were these numbers placeholders?

Amy - I think so, Dick put them in.  We can change the names.

Vince - Would the easiest thing be to change the names – maybe to target flows?

It has to have ESA flows

Kristan - Do you mean just in the CUFA or in the larger river model/watershed model etc?

Vince - They will all be linked.

Amy - All are in there.  The logic is already in the model.

Irrigation has to be in there.  It is reasonable to have a switch but it gets confusing when the numbers are arbitrary.

Vince - They are not arbitrary; before get to this point, we’ve already taken out the irrigators’ flow.

It’s not in the model

They are dealing with the available flows, the model subtracts out the diversions.

Amy - The river model will take out all the diversions for the season. It may be a matter of semantics. Maybe you could come up with a name.  It goes back to what you guys want for different options.

Vince – Couple of issues, depending on where we are, need to make sure that all water necessary is pulled out before CUFA calculations…

The other part of this is that irrigators divert into ditches all year long even though no transpiration.  If you use your calculations, it may calculate incorrectly.

Vince - We have accounted for that.

Regarding ESA, it matters where you take out the water, not just how much you take - much bigger effect if you take out the water above or below the minnows.

Amy - I deliberately left out this conversation about spatial dependency.  I hear two different things, keep CUFA simple, then I hear need for spatial dependency.  We can put it in.  We can do it, again how much detail do you want?

That spatial issue is interesting; haven’t other groups identified four areas for diversion?

Those areas of where to divert just help the groups, not reality.

Understood – but it might be useful to apply here.  Red Rock seems like a useful, Mogollon and Turkey Creek, Phelps Dodge..

Those locations have been identified by the Technical Subcommittee.  It should interface with those locations. This model is built on reaches, yes? It will predict in the reaches so can match areas selected.

Vince - I agree with the earlier statement about keeping it simple.  Even when you apply the CUFA, there are other decisions that play out. There are decisions about how you proportion water between the Gila and the San Francisco.  Decisions about how much you take out, whether you spread it out.  It does get complicated.  We are just raising some of these questions.

Back to the graph titled ESA Flows, if we could re-label that Potential Environmental Flows.

How about "Target", then it would include irrigators?

Target has a different meaning than potential.

Vince - We need to be able to visual the flows for these different areas.

Amy - Just to summarize, if I hear correctly, we will go with Option 1.  I’m going to use the basic proportionality flow, if everyone agrees.

The ability to store that compounded water. For example, if used to inject well fields near Silver City, can you drawdown that compounded water?

Yes, but people in the Southwest area need to decide what they want – that is for a decision discussion.

Amy - The model will not be a good model if no one plays with it.  I know there are all kinds of political issues.  I will make some changes based on our discussion.  I will probably have it ready by Friday to download and play with.

Danielle - I’ll volunteer.

Kristan - Anyone else interested in doing this now?

Interested, but not sure I can work the model.  Is Jeanmarie interested?

Amy - I’m sure she is; she hasn’t seen the latest, but I will talk to her.

It might help to have a bank of computers with some help.  Hard to do by yourself.

Vince - Why don’t we do this?  We have a face-to-face coming up, that would give us some time to put an interface in.  We could do another meeting to play with the model.  There is a computer lab at Western New Mexico.  Everyone that could come could work with it.  Then you could take home to play with on your own.

Great idea.

We’d have a demo at face-to-face and then a training session?

What about spatial dependency?

Amy - Vince and I have talked about it, but didn’t know how to move forward.  We can add something. I changed name to “potential flows” which equals demand from other sources.  Thank you.

Model Interface

Vince – Let’s talk about interface development. 

[showed interface for CUFA as it stands now; an SNL carbon sequestration model; and URGWOM] 

Those are all interesting interfaces.  The model we’re working on is simply to demonstrate that there is 14K acft and that there is water for ESA.  These other models have cost components.  I’m wondering if we can incorporate those sorts of things.

Vince – Yes, you can integrate across sectors.

We have talked about this before -  decision support systems can link other models, but before you do cost you have to have a project in mind and before that need to know what is possible about taking water out of the basin….

[interrupts] looks like we can still get water, maybe it is time to some diversion options…

You didn’t let me finish. What we have to do, the 150 ESA is just a guess, and there are different flood periods and other things to investigate thoroughly.  Until we do that, any scenario is premature so cost is premature. ISC getting tremendous pressure from the legislature to do a full analysis.  Hard to resist.  Would like to get others view. Would like us to have a strong foundation to build on.

That’s the reason we have planning departments.

Well spoken.  The resolution of the model is so finely calibrated. There is a timing issue. How long will it take to have absolute data versus coarse gaming on potential diversions? How does timing work?

We talked about four areas the Tech Committee is looking at, but different than saying we’re going to have some type of project.

Is there some dispute on the money for projects and whether it is reimbursable?

Not sure what you’re referring to.

If you do a project on the river, $66 million doesn’t have to be paid back, but if do a drip irrigation, might have to pay back.

May be some confusion, but what does that have to do with this model?

Just keeping economics running in tandem with feasible options.  Just a question.

Vince – The city planners, I know you’ve done planning around where you have water sources for the next 20 years.  Is there value in you all coming together for looking at scenarios?

The Grant County planning group is a likely group; they have formed a joint powers agreement to do.  While Silver City would support any kind of project Deming would do, say drip irrigation, but we aren’t in the same planning effort.

In Deming drip irrigation is one project, there are others.

In the end, can’t separate economic questions from the environmental questions in determining modes of action.

Which alternative makes the most sense, we are only looking at one alternative.

The Gila Conservation Coalition keeps saying we are looking at one; we’re not looking at any options.

We just spent an hour looking at a model for taking water out of Gila and San Francisco.

Right now the only alternative is to look at CUFA – it is the only thing to look at until 2009.

In the negotiations something about taking groundwater well diversions.  It means collecting additional information.  Is that something we need to look at?

The MOU that formed a year and a half ago -  initial efforts would be to focus on ESA and effects of potential withdrawals. That’s the MOU that Fish and Wildlife did, not ISC.  It tracks the language.  Once we get this issue resolved, we can look at other issues.

Kristan – There are a number of issues; what the model, includes; timeline of when we look at options and alternatives.

That is not a discussion for modeling team. The focus is just ESA

Amy - I’m not sure I agree with that Craig.  We really rely on your interests; we prioritize based on your input.  We are at a point where we need agreement on what kind of interface.  To go back and change will be very time consuming.  If people are more comfortable, maybe we can do at face-to-face.

Vince - I think Craig is looking at a bigger issue. Specific scenarios don’t have to go in the model now.  Taking what we have and putting a good interface together is more than enough for the next month.

Back to the model input.  I like the red ‘i’ where it describes what the slider bar means.

The more information provided the better.  Like the layered overlays for more detail - think it was the Rio Grande model.

Vince – Here’s another example.  You can pull down and look at what is going on with different reaches of the river.  You could plot it against an historical flow.  There are also maps for the different reaches that you can look at.

The idea of maps is interesting.

Vince – Here’s another one we use a lot.  If you wanted to adjust crops, but keep the total amount of acreage.  Shift the distribution; again, these kinds of graphs give you options about how to handle things.

The comments made are good.  Maybe we should ask a person at someplace like NRCS, maybe Steve to look at and make notes.

Vince - Sure. As far as the overall feel, do you have any specific desires?  Are you comfortable with us putting together a strawman?

Very generally.  Hard to look at choices and say what to do.  An outside opinion would be good.

Kristan – Any other input?

The work you have done to date has been good.

Kristan - Next meeting is the face-to-face. Can we meet after Southwest Planning meeting?

Yes.

Kristan - Typically start at 1:00.

This is such a big issue, how about an overnighter?

Kristan - That’s a good idea, but too short notice now.  Let’s put that on the table for the computer session.

Question for Danielle, after the failure of the lab to communicate with the Tech Subcommittee when will they meet?

Don’t know.

The chairs of the committees met, Vince was there, and combined the SOWs into a plan.

Is that available?

Don’t think it is done yet.

Kristan - We’ll have an overall GSFCC update at the face-to-face.

Vince - The Technical Committee has not met since Dec.

It depends on Tech Subcommittee chairs.

Did you tell me that a select few met?

The three tech Subcommittee chairs …

No representation from this area.

It needed to be small.

Might have been helpful to have someone from this area.

When is the next meeting of the Gila/San Francisco Coordinating Committee?

Feb. 13.

Kristan - I want to recap.  Agreement that Amy should use Option 1, basic CUFA, and SNL will come up with strawperson interface for the face-to-face.  We’ll also have an overall project update and Gerald will give an update on the flow data.

Isn’t Amy was going to take a shot at spatial issues?

Amy - I’ll look at.

We should have a space to talk about this communication issue at face-to-face.

Kristan - Plan on normal 1:00 start time.

Meeting schedule:

20 February, Silver City


7 March 2007, 7:00 Webex


21 March 2007, 7:00 Webex

