Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team

7 December 2005, 7:00am
Webex

Attendees: 

Tom Bates, Mike Buntjer, Kristan Cockerill, Lacy Daniel, General Dreedle, Jeanmarie Haney, Rick Holdridge, Howard Hutchinson, Craig Roepke, Peter Russell, Allyson Siwik, Tom Shelley, Joe Smith, Dick Thomas, Vincent Tidwell, Peter Wilkinson, Bill Woodward

General Information

Kristan and Vince will put together a better protocol for getting into the Webex system.

Notes are available on the website.  Hopefully the site will be protected by next meeting and then the model will be posted, as well as contact information.

Interviews are almost finished and a report summarizing the ideas will be coming out.

CUFA supposed to be finalized soon and then we can post it. The ISC did a briefing and memorandum on it for the SW Planning group earlier in the year. Someone from the Southwest Planning group will get the briefing to Kristan and she will email it to the team members.


CUFA model

Dick showed the draft model that incorporates the draft CUFA.  He has compared it to the ISC model and it seems to match up.  He included ESA flows at this time simply to make it more comparable the ISC model. The ESA flows are built-in, but can be turned on or off, and they can be set by the user. 

This model is running 36 yrs of USGS data from Nov. 1968 - Sept. 2004, looking at when you can take diversions or not.  There is no specific location built into the model for the diversions.  Not trying to rebuild the hydrograph at this point.  Dick started with 1968 data because he was including the San Francisco and it was missing data at Blue Creek. Could go back to1936 for the Gila and pick up the San Francisco at 1968.  The ISC model went back and used all available data and found that the average from 1930 on was greater than that from1968 forward.

There was some discussion as to whether the 30,000 ac.ft. annual allowed depletion is already reflected in the historical data and where that actually is reflected at the gauges.  

There were questions about meanings of CUFA terms such as Daily Diversion Basis, Daily Diversion Right, and NM CAP Bank. The NM diversion has a lot of complicated terms in it that it would be helpful to clearly define so that everyone understands.

There was a suggestion to run each CUFA test in each month to see what the 12 sets of data look like.

Dick is using 2004 data throughout for Phelps Dodge.  He needs data from the Gila Commissioner and Phelps Dodge, but has not gotten any response.  It was suggested that he get some data about the Gila diversions from Joe Gookin & Associates in Scottsdale.  Phelps Dodge data should also be available from the Gila Commissioner.  There is a new Gila Commissioner. No one on the team has good ties for contacting the appropriate people.

Now the model assumes the return flow is instantaneous with the depletion.  This is an item to think about.

It was noted that after WWII there was a change in agricultural practices; prior to that farmers planted winter crops, after WWII they shifted to cotton and big wells.  Data before WWII does not reflect current agricultural patterns.  Two times big wells came in, 1948 and early to mid-1950s.  Another commented that this is true about demand in the Safford Valley, but not elsewhere, and that we’re concerned with the overall quantity of water in the river which has been declining over time.

The question of how important Blue Creek is to the model was raised.  Dick has not done a sensitivity analysis on it, but it is something he could do.

Need data on both Gila and the San Francisco.

There was a good deal of discussion about the ESA flows, with concerns expressed that they are too low.  Team members discussed the sources for this data – including FWS, BuRec work done in the 80s. A point about including pulse flows was also noted.

Dick has included them as placeholders at this time for ease in comparing with the ISC model while validating the CUFA logic, but without focusing on the details of ESA flows. There is a MOU process with ISC, FWS, and BOR being developed to determine the ESA data.  Following some discussion about this, it was suggested that the ISC be asked to give the team an update on the MOU process at the next meeting. 

It was pointed out that the model does not show environmental protection flows on the San Francisco, but there are some fairly protected species on the S.F.  Dick agreed that he needs to at least put a place holder on the S.F.

There was a good bit of discussion about how the bank works, but it is fuzzy.  Dick in not sure he has the bank right, needs to explore some more to make sure he has the logic correct.

It was mentioned that trying to build a water shortage sharing concept in a JPA so that water can be regulate out of each basin; ESA is just one calculation in that, along with human use.

Vince noted that the next step is to model the river, getting the hydrology in, and then building the ESA needs into that model early next year, working in concert with the technical oversight group. 

There was a discussion of things to include in the river model and the spatial distribution, such as being able to decrease consumptive use of vegetation or whether canal diversions would be included, or how sensitive the model is between gauges.  It was noted that some reaches of the river go dry, even though gauges show flow because the diversion and return are between gauges.  Vince noted that these are discussions and decisions to be made about the river model, although he does see including major diversions, but we need some description of the hydrology to be able to talk about options overall.

Kristan noted that these discussions are good, questions of data, how far back, etc.  Once this draft of the model is up on the website team members need to critique it thoroughly and suggest changes.  Collaborative modeling research shows that the better the basic elements of a model are, the better the overall project is.

Dick pointed that he needs input from team members after working with the model as to what data and sliders they want to see.  Most of what he included was designed to help him debug the model and may not be as useful to others.

It was mentioned that there is an interest in the Mimbres also.

Vince noted that at the next meeting, the team will discuss what the scope and scale of the hydrology model will be. He highlighted that this will require him to have offline meetings with agencies/experts to develop the “straw model” for the next meeting.  He will also ask Craig to give an update on the MOU at next meeting.

Kristan asked everyone to think about the data for the project.  Don’t look at what Dick showed us today as the whole model.  Plenty of space and time to add components.  If you want something in the model, you need to be thinking about where to get the data.

Next steps and homework

· Be sure to check website for notes, documents etc.
· Think about the data for the project and where to get it.

· Kristan will email the ISC CUFA Draft briefing to the team members

· Play with the CUFA model after it is available on the website and give input to Dick as to data and sliders you want to see.  


Meeting schedule:
21 December, 7:00 Webex

4 January, 7:00 Webex

17 January, Silver City, brief SW Planning Group
9:00 Adjourn

