Southwest Collaborative Modeling Team

8 November 2006, 7:00am Webex

Attendees: 

Tom Bates, Jim Brainard, Kristan Cockerill, Lacy Daniel, Tim Farmer, Jeanmarie Haney, Rick Holdridge, Geoff Klise, Vance Lee, Christina Linterman, Martin McMillan, Mary Reece, Craig Roepke, Peter Russell, Gerald Schultz, Martha Schumann, Allyson Siwik, Amy Sun, Danielle Vick, Peter Wilkinson

Vance Lee – replacing Howard for now

Alison Williams – Sandia contractor working on the Mimbres model

NOTE – we filled all 15 Webex links and some attendees were only able to be on the phone connection.

Communication

Obtaining info on sub-reaches

Amy – presented the model and showed the work on the sub-reaches to the Technical Subcommittee last Thursday. I was hoping for some feedback on potential segments of the river that we can use to put in the model.  I didn’t get much feedback, but I had an hour to present and it might have been too much. Some meetings ago I left off with how to model the sub-reach. I did get some feedback---suggesting I talk to ditch associations to see where it’d be important to model. Also regarding the San Francisco, I could talk to Howard about associations we could talk with.

One reason you didn’t get a lot of feedback is because they are agency and are not that familiar with the river, so they suggested talk to people who are most familiar with it.

Kristan - Any discussion? Concerns/comments about talking to associations or Howard?

I think it’s a good idea. Are we talking about just the San Francisco?

Amy – Yes, fewer ditches. Lot of feedback and info on Virden Valley and the San Francisco is the last segment I’m exploring and hopefully will complete soon.

The model probably did go over the Tech Committee’s heads a little.  Maybe in the future, presentations should be more applied to what they are working on.  I think it is good to communicate with those with expertise in the river.

Amy - Thanks for the feedback.

Thanks for that presentation Amy.  It was a lot to take in at once.

The State Engineer’s office (OSE) might have some information on the reaches that go dry.

Amy - Yes, I’m trying to get an email out to these groups.

That’s an excellent idea. Stakeholders will have an opinion, but it’d be good to verify with OSE to make sure you’re getting accurate data.  It is important on the San Francisco to see if flow is supporting rights for water use.

Request for continued work with CUFA module output

Kristan – next we have Jeanmarie’s request that we talked about last week—using CUFA module output and the draft paper. Jeanmarie, do you want to refresh our memories on your request?

Jeanmarie - I’m not asking for output per say.  I think it’s clear that I’m a team member.  Like any team member, I can look at the model and give feedback.

Amy - The current CUFA model on the website does not have the output.

Jeanmarie - Will it be put up?

Amy - I have been thinking about this.  I read your paper and talked to Dick. My position is that we don’t need to put out another model at this time.  I personally liked your paper; there is good information there.  I think as far as the model, I’d like to gather requests and feedback from people and when we feel comfortable with the model with the CUFA interface, then we’ll be ready for everyone to pound on it.  It’s really just an intermediate step.  I know this may alienate some members of the team, but I have to take some leadership for the team.

Jeanmarie - I’d like to get your concerns about having the one with the spreadsheet on the website.

Why can’t you work within this group as currently structured?

Jeanmarie - I am working in the group.

Why can’t you work in the group. We have a commitment to the process.

Can Amy clarify what she means about the two models? 

Amy - There are two models on the website, the CUFA that Dick put out in about February and the other was the preliminary river model that I put out in September.  These are two different models and are drafts that don’t put out any results.  The request that Jeanmarie made is to have an automatic dump into an Excel spreadsheet.  I guess it is not different from a technical point of view, but you have draft results that can be cut and pasted.  I think that’s how Jeanmarie’s paper was written.  I think there are results that Dick gave her early on.

Jeanmarie - I was comparing with output early on, to my calculations of daily diversion volumes. It was similar output, but I trusted the CUFA output more because it had more review.  I can understand what you are saying Amy. I’m not trying to work outside the group and understand what I can do with this paper.  I think I understand your perspective Amy.

Understand that output is different. Will we have output when the models are done?

Amy – this is a feature.  Anyone on the team can submit a request such as this. Right now, I don’t think I have the capacity to control that request.  I prefer to have all requests on a list and then I can do requests.  I don’t mean to say won’t have these until it is perfect.  It’s just that when it’s complete you can pound on it.  It’s becoming more a software control issue to make sure everyone is working on the same thing. I really applaud your effort and Dick spoke highly of you.  I think that now we just need to see which versions we can engage. The one with the output is not there.  We can discuss and I do encourage us not to make a cut and dry decision.  I really encourage all to work with the model as Jeanmarie has done.

A lot of times, work on the side is important.  It’s different with the team concepts.  If Jeanmarie is just using for comparative purposes then that can be valuable.

Jeanmarie - I respect Amy’s modelling and know she has a lot to do.  I will say that when working with the model as graphs are going by it’s difficult to see, as opposed to having data.  I totally respect the modellers’ decisions.

Kristan - Are folks comfortable with saying let’s wait and at some point the modelers will say, play with the models, try to break it?

The issue is that the model generates graphs rather than tabular data?

Amy – Yes. If you create slider bars, then once you run the model, those settings go away.  Jeanmarie wants to be able to capture what runs have been included.

Jeanmarie - Yes, just to assure yourself that it is working right.

Is that a feature that you are planning to add to the model?

Amy - I think it is an option, if people think that it is a good idea, but we have to be really careful.  Right now, there is no way to record output for every single run.  Could do for one, and then cut/paste.

Have you tried to calibrate the river model with the CUFA?

Amy - No, I’m calibrating the river model now against historical data. CUFA model is just a series of tests – if – then tests.

If the tabular data is a feature that you might add along with others, when might that be?

Amy - As a modeller, I hate to put a time on it.  I am committed to complete the river model by Christmas.  Then as a team, we can go back to the list we generated in May and decide what type of sliders buttons to have. If that is one of those things you want to add then, to have tabulated results, we could do it.  We’re going to get busy after Christmas.

It’s not always easy to work in the team concept, it can be satisfying to do independent research. I can respect this.  

Jeanmarie - I have not wanted to work independently. I’ve been working on the hydrograph long before this team formed. I joined the team and used the data.  I reject Peter Wilkinson’s assessment that I have been trying to work outside the team.

Do you see your model at the team’s model?

Jeanmarie – I’m not working on a model. I wrote a paper and asked for comment from the team.

That’s essentially a model, isn’t it?

It seems that Jeanmarie’s question has been clarified.  She has asked for a feature and Amy has said if the team wants that, then it will come later.  As far as being on the team, she is.  As for her paper she used output from an early iteration. 

Is the paper as a representative of TNC?

What’s the difference between a Sandia poster and Jeanmarie’s paper?

Amy - There is a difference between a paper and a poster. A poster is overview, no specifics, nothing quantifiable. Also, at Sandia we go through a security process when we present and there is a paper trail. I did enjoy her paper, but it is an individual paper. I guess I do have some open questions that I should address with myself before I share with the team as far as whether it should have CUFA output in it.  

I agree with Amy.

Are you saying Jeanmarie should delete the data she got earlier, that she should delete it from her paper?  

Amy - I have conflicts.  As a technical reviewer, it is good, but I have conflicts about having Sandia data in it now.

Jeanmarie - I could go back to my spreadsheet. I would appreciate it if some review would take place.

In agencies there is always that fear that people wouldn’t know what they were doing, but amongst professionals it is o.k. Sometimes when you can sit and think about it, you can come up with a good product.  As long as it is used that way, there are no problems.

Kristan - Is there someone that could take a look at Jeanmarie’s spreadsheet?

Craig - She could send it to me.  Certainly, she could do whatever she wants.  I don’t know what the paper is intended to do and who has seen it.

Jeanmarie - Right now, the Technical Subcommittee, this team, and some UNM graduate students have seen the paper. I guess if I go back to my spreadsheet, it would look the same and then I can do whatever I want.

If Jeanmarie does that, then it will be a competing model.  If she uses the CUFA model data, it doesn’t compete.  The question is, if information is timely, then it is worth it to wait, but if not…

Geoff - I feel that Sandia is still working on the model.  It is in progress and we don’t have it complete. Eventually we will want to publish. We’re not even trying to write papers now, just posters.  Collaborating is appropriate, but it’s too early to do papers.

Jeanmarie - I’m not even trying to do papers, I just wanted to see what would happen if you apply the CUFA.

Amy – Jeanmarie, would you prefer to do a paper on your own, you have your own schedule, or would you prefer as a group?  

Jeanmarie - I wanted to do the paper as a study to help us understand.  It is there and has been distributed within the working group.  Basically, it is a tool for us to use.  I guess if people don’t want it distributed, I won’t.

Gerald - I compare this to the hydrograph work I did on my own.  I did it, we talked about it, and that was it.  I think it helps our cause somewhat.

Kristan - I want to come back to Danielle’s comment.  There is a distinction between something that looks like a paper and other more general presentations. Maybe we can say that the paper doesn’t go any further, but that Jeanmarie’s continued digging into the CUFA module with more informal presentations would be good. 

Could Jeanmarie work with the SNL modelers, I mean if she wants to look at this model in greater detail.  I guess I don’t understand the motivation to jump ahead. 

This effort was designed to contribute to the process of understanding this process.

Looking at the drafts will help the group debug the model. The concern about a paper is valid maybe format is the issue.  Some written results that can help move things along.  This is a real opportunity to use what Jeanmarie can offer.

That’s a good point.

Jeanmarie - The paper has been written since February.  I’m just asking if it needs to not go further.  I think the answer is yes.  I’m ok with that.

Kristan - I think everyone agrees that for now the paper stays internal.  If Jeanmarie wants to continue looking at the CUFA module and discuss what she finds with the modeling team, that’s great. Eventually, there will likely be opportunities to do more formal publishing.

Where has the paper gone?

Jeanmarie – There is no data in the paper, it shows graphs.  I gave it to the Technical Subcommittee, the Modelling Team, and some graduate students.

Are you comfortable? 

Jeanmarie - I won’t distribute it further.  I’m a member of both the Technical Subcommittee and the Modelling Team.

Kristan – The paper won’t go any further.  Jeanmarie is a team member.  Is everyone comfortable?

Does that mean it is not distributed to anyone from here on out?  If a Technical Subcommittee member says, “I didn’t understand, can you give me a copy?” what do you do?

Amy- my response would be no

Kristan - How was it given out?

Jeanmarie - At the first Technical Subcommittee, I gave it out.

Kristan - I think from silence, there is agreement that it will not be distributed further.

From silence, you mean the paper is squelched?  So, if someone says they didn’t understand and wants a copy it can’t be given to them?

Amy - I would say it’s a draft and then say not distributing it further. You do lose a certain amount of autonomy.

Nothing prevents someone on the Tech Committee from giving it to someone.

The paper provides a huge service.  This is the hydrograph. I think that’s what is going to come out of this model, more scenarios.

There is a problem with black market papers.  Make sure all who have it know that it is a draft. I think it is better to not have underground circulation.

Kristan - I think from a communication standpoint, that paper has already been made available and you can’t take it back.  I think if a request were made within the circle of the Technical Subcommittee and us that is fine.  Now just need to make clear that it’s a draft.

We just communicate that it is an internal document.  It would seem strange if we did not allow Technical Subcommittee members to read it.  Just make clear that it is draft and is internal.

Jeanmarie - That’s what I’ve been saying.

Jeanmarie’s cover page made clear that it was for review only and I hope people will take it as such.

Kristan – Let me summarize.  Jeanmarie has language on the cover that it is internal.  If there is a request on the Technical Subcommittee or the Modelling Team, it is o.k. to give it out, but no one else gets it. Future independent work is shared with the team in informal reports, such as Gerald’s reports on flow issues.  In the future, there will be opportunities to do collaborative work on papers. 

Kristan - On team-to-team communication, want to be clear that the GSFCC is dedicated to promoting communication and I know Danielle is working on how to do that. I’d like Danielle to comment. 

Danielle - I mentioned at the last Technical Subcommittee that at the last Coordinating Committee we discussed that communication is not working. We decided to have a lead from each team who will give an update to the Coordinating Committee. That way the individual can bring back important things to each group. We don’t have the perfect answer, but we will try this and if it works, great, otherwise we’ll try something else. Current system is not working. Also, we will try to get together once a year.

Kristan – Comments?

It sounds reasonable. Are they going to dissolve at the end of the year?

Danielle - No, they will take a breather and then continue until 2014.

Kristan – I’d like to continue now.  We’ve resolved some issues.  

Amy - Do you want me to bring the ground rule up on the screen?

Kristan - Sure.  Nothing we’ve decided today violates that ground rule.  I don’t want to spend time on it if everyone is ok. The language is there. This issue is not going to go away.  I think our discussion today resolved the big issues.

Saw Howard’s email, is he considering coming back?

Kristan - I haven’t heard from him and I haven’t had a chance to reply.

Amy - I haven’t been getting those so he must be using an old email.

Kristan - I’ll forward it on to you.  

Mimbres Basin

Kristan - Let’s turn it over to Jim and Alison Williams to talk about the Mimbres.

Jim - Alison Williams is a recent hydrology graduate with expertise in dynamic simulation modelling.  What was your thesis?

Alison W. – It was on dynamic simulation modelling for educational purposes.

Jim –We have been working on the Mimbres River similar to what Amy has shown. The groundwater is also similar to the Gila and San Francisco that Amy has done.

Jim presented on overview of the Mimbres project [See presentation on the website.]  

Discussion on presentation

Do you plan to use anything down in the Mexico area?

Jim – I don’t think there is data available.


 Vince thinks we need to limit the detail in the model.



 Flow will be proportional to the head.

Should be some arrows toward Mexico.

If we could get you the data, would you use it?

Jim - I think that would be helpful.  


 We’re using basin characteristics from the Shomaker Report done for the Chino Mines.

That Shomaker Report raised a lot of concerns.  I would suggest talking to Kevin Meyers in the Groundwater Division of the Environment Department.

There were detailed hydraulics studies done for the PNM plant that Rick will try to get.

Silver City just finished a report in February 2006 that Balleau did.  It is on the Silver City webpage.

Amy - We have it.

Jim – [Jim discussed some of the data sources.]  It is my understanding that the Waters database is not up-to-date.

Rick sent the Farm Service data on crops grown by acre in the last twenty years. 

Amy – I don’t have it.

Kristan - Yes, I remember you sent it a long time ago, Rick.  It was an email with data in it.

No, it was a spreadsheet.

Kristan – I will look, but I don’t think I have it.

The Waters database is no completely up to date.

Jim –Shomaker compiled data from a lot of sources, so this is a secondary source.  


 On modelling, we have set up arrays for these ten basins we have. We have been busy with the Mimbres water marketing model we are working on.

Amy - Alison, would you like to comment on the water marketing model?

Alison W. – We are looking at what happens if someone wants to buy water. 

It would be great to have a presentation to this team on the water banking work.

Alison W. – I don’t know what we are allowed to talk about because of some lawsuits.

Amy - I consulted with Alison about this.  The area they are looking at is smaller than our Gila/San Francisco model. After they decide what is o.k. to talk about, then it would be helpful to see. We are covering a much larger area.  It would be great for them to present that.

Kristan - Other questions?

In your fist slide was ag included in commercial?

Jim - No.

Amy - It will be in the model, but not in the slide.  We left that out.

Not to lose momentum on the water market.  Is there some timing on that?

Jim - Vince is out of town, but I will certainly talk to him about it.

David Brookshire did a presentation on marketing.

Kristan - there have been several water marketing publications.  David and Janie Chermak have published work.

Can you post that so we can look up?

David did a poster.  I’m sure we can get a copy of his presentation.

Kristan - They’ve been doing water marketing for a while. I can look up some citations and talk with Jim and Alison.

Kristan - Good. We resolved some issues today. I will add Alison Williams to the email list.  Allyson Siwik is going to send border info. I’m going to check on the spreadsheet Rick mentioned and water marketing citations. Other issues?

Geoff and Danielle went to the grad student presentation on the CUFA. Can you tell us a little about it?

Danielle - It was really interesting.  She had all her facts right. She was looking at more of the cultural aspects of the CUFA.

Geoff - I emailed her recently and she will give us the paper.  There is more in the paper than in the presentation.  She had a different focus than we’ve been talking about.

Kristan - We can review it when it comes out.

There are some names I don’t recognize, Christina and Martha. 

Christina – I am with the Fish and Wildlife Service.

Martha – I am with the Nature Conservancy.

Kristan - Vance is on the line too.  Are you visiting or will you be joining us?

It depends on what Howard does, but I wouldn’t doubt that I will be here.

Kristan – Great, thanks.

Amy - Has there been any feedback on the memo we sent to the Coordinating Committee? 

Danielle - The Coordinating Committee agreed to add comments and send on to the Technical Subcommittee.  But the comments were confusing, so I’m thinking of sending it back to Modelling team to clarify.

This shows the awkwardness of communicating from team to team.  Shows that it is better to have a person present the information.  Why don’t we move down that path rather than have us redraft the memo?

General agreement that we need more direct communication and the new approach with the GFCC is geared toward that.

How are we going to interact with what came out the Science Forum?

How much overlap do we have?

Danielle - Fair number of people overlapping. We talked about that crossover, but sometimes it may not be the person’s area of expertise.

Interesting that many of people at the Science Forum are using models. It would be interesting to talk to them

Amy - I think that is good, but of course I live off modelling so I am endorsing that.

Kristan - Danielle and I can get together and flip the communication so that we hear back from groups also. We will keep communication at the fore in all of this work.

Our memo illustrates the problem.  I endorse Danielle’s comments about changes to the communication process.  I’d like Vince to refer to the bullets in the memo.

Amy - Yes, and I’d highlight the memo when I present. 

We have all these subcommittees and a lot of information.  There is more information each month.  We need to change the process.

It is one thing to report, but another to bring questions.

We need to evaluate and develop methodologies.

Kristan - We can hear from Danielle about how it goes next week.  Remember we bumped one meeting, so will not meet again until November 29. 

Meeting schedule:

29 November, 7:00 Webex


6 December, 7:00 Webex


20 December, 7:00 Webex

