Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team

7 March 2007, 7:00am Webex

Attendees: 

Kristan Cockerill, Lacy Daniel, Jeanmarie Haney, Geoff Klise, Christina Linterman, Mary Reece, Peter Russell, Dutch Salmon, Gerald Schultz, Martha Schumann, Amy Sun, Will Teplinski, Vincent Tidwell, Danielle Vick, Peter Wilkinson
Pat Cox, Bob Michaels, and Terri Wilson – BOR

Amy Johnson

Michael Sparby – working on a renewable fuels model in Minnesota

GSFCC – Modeling Team Memo

Geoff reviewed a chart showing how the scopes of work incorporate info from our memo sent to the GSFCC last fall.  The chart will be posted on the protected portion of the website.

Geoff - Tasks 1-13-Our comments from Oct. 2006

High-low flow issues-SOW 13.1 soon

Need calibration for existing gauges – not addressed

Need more gauges – SOW 4.6 later

Vince – Putting in the gauges now would not help with the PAM and that is the focus

Geoff - Groundwater - SOW 4.2, 4.3 right away, 4.5 later

Vince – Given the realities of potential funding, the idea is rather than doing studies all along the Gila.  The plan is to study 3 reaches, detailed hydraulic models, groundwater/surface water interaction. After PAM, maybe we can look at more extensive modeling of the entire basin.

The three areas are now the Bird area, the 211 Bridge, and the Lower Box.  A fourth area was identified at Virden if money allows.

Amy – Clarify relationship between our model and the HEC RAS type models? 

Vince – They have to be correlated.  The HEC RAS type will only cover small areas.  The systems level model will help provide a broader context for the CUFA and more projects down the road.  The three reaches were thought to be representative of conditions on the river. 

Do you have that flowchart from the meeting? The idea is to have all the pieces interact with the model, not just model specific projects.

Kristan – Can we post this flow chart?

Vince – yes

Geoff - Redrock – No specific look 

Need better data on groundwater supplies in Mimbres and Gila – No study for Mimbres, SOW 4.3, 4.5

Vince – Again, the focus is limited to the PAM first due to limited funding

Geoff - Determine target flows, related to ESA – SOW 5.1 

Vince – This is probably where the lion’s share of the effort will be over the next several years so we have a sense of effects of CUFA.

These studies are all related to the ecological character of the river.  Is it likely that the economical issues will be addressed after the PAM?

Vince – Probably a discussion we need to have as a group to talk about where our work should go.  

There are no next steps unless you get funding.
Vince – Good point, why we’re trying to get what’s on our plate done.  It’s worth scoping out the next steps so we know what it would take to do those.
We’ve already sent a letter to Senator Domenici.

Vince – Thank you.
How do you see integrating results out of these tasks into the model?

Vince – I think they can be integrated in at a broader level of what we are learning in those studies.  Roughly are curves on how habitat changes for different levels of discharge.  I think there would be ways to estimate in the unstudied reaches.  I think it could be extended and useful.

Geoff – Assess flows to support current uses and wildlife before AWSA withdrawals – SOW 4.1, 13.2

I don’t see the point of the ag, etc here – is it just current use?

Yes

Surprised that PAM will not look at.

The PAM does take into consideration future withdrawals. 

 FWS rep said it will just look at baseline.  It needs to be addressed early on.  Another aspect, it is possible for withdrawals to be reduced.

In case anybody has forgotten, the mission of ISC in this project is to consider existing use first, before other uses. 

Vince – My understanding is that the PAM will address potential CUFA impacts and then their effects on the ecology.

Maybe a misunderstanding.

Normally a PAM would be just baseline, but in this case, we will use what is there.

Vince – It seems that part of what we are trying to do 

This is new to FWS; we’ve never done one on this scale.  We have to look at the CUFA diversions.

Do you recall when I said I think it’s important to consider CUFA diversions?

Vince – Isn’t part of the issue that we haven’t identified a project?

Right, that’s what the CAR does

Aren’t we saying that you can take so much water out of the Gila, you wouldn’t do a diversion, but you would do a reduction in the flow.  Would you be able to say something about the impacts?

I think that’s what we are trying to do.

We don’t have a project, but we do know what the diversion can be.

Correct, I do think we provide to the Service…

Looks like between appraisal and feasibility…

Just put me down for confused and move on.

Geoff – Assess life histories of life forms dependent on the Gila and San Francisco and determine target flows related to their needs – Subjects SOWS 6-12, and 5.

Why butterflies?

Vince – A lot of others are under the macroinvertebrates

You’re looking at the federal designation?

Vince – Yes

I thought it would look at all species.

Yes, we look at all, harder at endangered

Geoff - Assess demand for from forest vegetation – SOW3.1 

Vince – I think again due to funding, focus of PAM will be on the river and the riparian area, rather than the whole uplands.

One of the SW Water Planning meetings was devoted to projects.  You might look at notes.

Vince – I think that task is premature based on our face-to-face discussion and other meetings.  

The record exists.

I think that task was axed in last Coordinating Committee.

Not axed, but will be after the PAM.

Vince – We discussed it for probably an hour in our face to face---what level of detail to model the CUFA

A note of caution from the point of view of communities.  It is reasonable to think about how people want to use the water.  If you wait until after the PAM, it leaves a gap.  Maybe they should be parallel.

Vince – I don’t know what the right timing is, but we need a lot of feedback from the community at large.

Silver City is thinking about his and are not waiting for the PAM 

Is that document with scenarios available?

Maybe SWNMWPG has in the minutes.  It was two hours and some had detailed analysis.  Some may have been stand alone.  I can look in to that.

Amy – It would be great if you can do it Gerald.

O.k.

Geoff - Assess the Strategic Water Reserve and its potential for keeping water in the rivers – not addressed.

Appeal to researchers, literature, government agencies – SOW4

How and when will flow scenarios be generated in the Sandia model?

Amy – Targeting preliminary model by the April workshop.  Right now, there is a way of gauging CUFA impact, but not reach by reach.  Just a reminder that this is a team effort, not just a Sandia model. 

Vince – We do need to come up with a name.  We talked about it at the face to face, and I understood everyone to agree that the model would allow you to decide how water is allocated between the San Francisco and Gila Rivers and then you could distribute that to each reach.  You could also choose to decide whether any of the diversions had a return flow.  You could look at spatial allocations with different return flow strategies.  Also the ability to look at current demand for irrigation, riparian, and slider bars for population growth, and look at situation where all rights are exercised.  Those flow scenarios are a boundary condition for those detailed studies that we are talking about.

Will there be a way at the detailed studies to delineate discharge relations? 

Vince – That’s what the HEC RAS approach will provide. 

 In geomorph work by Mike Harvey the HEC RAS stuff done.  He will be able to look at the flow stages.

Kristan – Is that available online?

No, available for about $9000

Are his sections the same as proposed here?

Two of them correspond.  Done Feb. 2005.  If we want additional data from his study, we would pay more.

Vince – Before we make a decision to do this analysis, important that we understand the habitat.  Certainly, the idea of using the data is good.

Are you referring to all riparian community as habitat?

Vince – It depends on the ground and surface water

The value in this work would be in the critical reach if we knew the surface water elevation, then we could see impact on the riparian community.

Vince – I don’t disagree.  I think we just make sure that the hydraulic modeling is consistent to geomorphology.

I’m looking at Mike Harvey’s report and he has some HEC RAS models.

Vince I’ll let you be the lead

Per my discussion on the changing streams since this study was done prior to \that.  If there was a lot of scour and fill, you may have to re-cross section.

Vince – Very good point.

Are you still talking about linking the riparian and in-stream habitat?

Vince - Tech Team has scope to look at all

Kristan – Vince, you are going to look at the Harvey report closer?

Vince –I think it is a Tech Team issue – happy to work it there.

Amy – I have a comment going way back about system level model.  We decided split between San Francisco and Gila would be the maximum, but I’ve taken that.  Then I’m …

Vince – We will take the 14000 ac.ft./year and you can distribute that

So you can’t use the model to divert less than 10,000 on the Gila?

Amy – You can have an overall adjustment, but not on the split.  Overall 64k as a slider bar, but between the San Francisco and Gila, it is dictated by the CUFA.

We were talking about the boundaries, the issues addressed by the model.  I noted that the Science Forum folks suggested that you don’t use minimum, but that you look at blocks of flows.  Will the model be able to do that?

Vince – Yes.  Hope to have that interface by the next meeting.

Kristan – Any other model questions related to the scopes of work or the model interface?

Can this chart be circulated to the Technical Team?

Vince – I guess.

I think we can also show to the Coordinating Committee.

Vince – We’ll also put it on the controlled portion of the website.

Discussion of the remaining tasks to be completed in the next couple of months

Kristan – Another iteration of model on 3/21.  On 3/21 or 4/4 we need to spend some time drafting what the next steps are.  

We need to name this model.  

Kristan – Our team has a name, the Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team.  We can put model name on agenda.

Kristan – Anything else for Webex agendas?

Vince – I still need to follow up on the venue for the meeting.  Kristan, can you send an email to find out who wants to bring own PC and who needs one to use.  Assuming no firewalls if a company PC.

Also getting us disks for installing on home computers?

Vince – we can do that

Dennis Miller offered the Science Lab.

Vince – It’s small. Deming may be best place to do it.

Kristan – I’ll get an email out today, so reply promptly.  Originally it was proposed to be all day.  Sounds like a 9:00 start time. Any comments?

Computers will need a certain minimum?

Vince – Shouldn’t have trouble unless really old.

Kristan – The point is to have you play with the model, maybe give some preliminary feedback, play at home, then we will follow up with a survey as the tail end of our research efforts on this process.

Amy – Recommend that we book a room with computer resources because sometimes loading on people’s computers takes a long time.

Kristan – Vince by the meeting on 21st, can you nail down a lab?

Vince – I’ll do my best.

Kristan – I will send out an email

Vince – Interface that Will is working on and then at next meeting a mockup of the outputs to look at.  The other piece is the calibration of the model.  Amy will probably be ready to talk about that as well.

Kristan – Webex in May?

Vince – We may need to make that decision at the group meeting as to how the modeling team will get input to us.

The model is complex.  Will there be a handbook that will show all the pages of the model?

Vince – We do intend to write some papers, but we’ll talk about it at the face to face.

Amy – I will try to mock up a tutorial.  That’s a good point.

It would also give an agency looking at it for the first time an idea of the complexity.

Kristan – We’ve documented the model, but also the process as well.  From my perspective, this has been a very successful project.

Do you need any help on the venue?

Vince – I’ll talk to Tom and Dennis.

Amy – I think in summary, I feel a need to have another Webex after the face to face.

Kristan – Do we want to schedule that for the 25th?  We can play that by ear.  I’m done by the end of April and I’m also trying to figure on doing on as much as possible before my contract ends.  Watch for an email from me. 

Meeting Schedule

21 March, 7:00 Webex


4 April, 7:00 Webex


16 April – all day demo – update on logistics to follow
