MEMORANDUM

To:
ESHMC

Fr:
Bryce Contor

Date:
30 July 2007

Re:
Summary of Current Practices discussion at 23 July 2007 ESHMC meeting.

________________________________________________________________

The discussion of the Current Practices scenario revolved around the written draft report "CurrPrac20070710.pdf" and slide presentation "CURR_PRAC_ESHMC_200707_4.ppt" which were made available prior to the meeting. This memo accompanies the slides in file "WhiteBoardPhotos_20070723.zip" soon to be available on the IDWR FTP site.  Note that some of the items listed in the white board file are attempts to capture divergent opinions and do NOT represent consensus.

It appears that the members of the ESHMC more or less accept the general technical approach and the work that was done, but have significant concerns about the definition of the scenario and about presentation of results.  It also appeared that significant discussion was based upon policy concerns ("what will decision makers do with this information") rather than technical considerations.  Specific discussion included:

1) Purpose and title of the scenario.  

Some members of the ESHMC feel that a more useful product than this scenario would be a scenario that attempts to predict the final hydrologic outcome of a continued pattern of changes in human water use patterns and climate conditions.  Throughout the meeting, much of the discussion that appeared to be about technical aspects appeared eventually to be discussions about the purpose of the scenario.  Point one in white board slide S5032335.jpg describes a tentative consensus that was reached at one point in the meeting:

a) The introduction should repeat verbatim the statement of purpose that was adopted at a prior ESHMC meeting.  This is recorded in the white board photos from 29 September 2006, photo S5030853.jpg and photos S5030857.jpg:  "Simulation of aquifer conditions in response to current water use and management practices over a representative hydrologic sequence."

b) The write up should emphasize even more strongly that the scenario does not represent any future changes in practice or climate.

c) The write up should emphasize even more strongly that the scenario is not a prediction.


Despite this apparent tentative consensus, points four, five and six below illustrate the depth of divergence within the ESHMC over the purpose and structure of the scenario. 


2) Timing of Release

Members of the ESHMC were concerned with the timing of the release of the report.  Some suggested that release be delayed until future scenarios are completed.


3) Aquifer Heads

There was disagreement with the IWRRI assertion in the draft report that the high degree of variability in simulated aquifer heads, between the six "best estimate" input data sets, casts doubt upon the usefulness of the simulated heads.  Two suggestions received general support:

a) Present the head differences (between spring 2007 and the hypothetical equilibrium condition) as a map of the mean or median difference, with a second map illustrating the divergence of the six methods.

b) Accompany the head-difference map with point hydrographs showing historical variability; for instance, near Monteview, wells typically experience winter-to-summer swings over 100 feet, but the springtime levels have varied much less than that over the past 50 years.  This could provide context for the differences between the six simulations at that location.


4) Additional Simulations

It was suggested that additional simulations be represented in the scenario.  The current form of the scenario includes six simulations which represent the culmination of several meetings of the ESHMC, attempting to describe the expected application of current practices to long-term average hydrologic conditions.  The suggestion was that additional simulations might be instructive, such as 10-year or 15-year averages, or the average of pairs of years or small groupings of years.  

Dr. Schreuder reported that one particular group of years (1992 - 2006?) had mean stress very similar to one of the six "best estimate" simulations, which was also similar to the year-2006 stress used in the extended data set.  There was strong divergence of opinion whether this fact contained important hydrologic meaning or was just a coincidence.

Two alternate approaches to additional conditions were discussed, without reaching consensus:

a) Generate additional MODFLOW well terms and run additional model runs.

b) Compare magnitude of annual average recharge, since the final spring discharges and net reach gains will equilibrate to the mean recharge.


5) During the discussion of point four, the comment was made that "we need a different scenario."  Specifically, some members of the ESHMC are interested in a scenario that attempts to determine future changes in practice that may occur if no administrative actions are taken, and to model the implied effects of those changes.  

A tentative agreement was reached to make the content and structure of a future scenario one of the agenda items for the next ESHMC meeting.  There was some talk of members of the ESHMC preparing outlines as a springboard for discussion at the next meeting, but I do not know the final result of this conversation.


6) The discussion around the tentative presentation of variability appeared at times to be more a discussion on the conceptual framework of the scenario than a discussion on presentation of variability.  Concern over the framework revolved not only around points one, four and five above, but on whether it is appropriate to use the historical record to represent variability in describing future expectations, when the modeling simulations are average-condition simulations.

During the discussion, it was proposed that there were three possible approaches to this fundamental disagreement about the conceptual framework, given the fact that time and resources are limited:

a) Abort the scenario.

b) Finish the scenario, but let the report be silent on issues of variability; report the results only as mean equilibrium values.

c) Attempt to find an agreement on presentation of data and results.


It appeared that a weak consensus was reached to attempt option (c), but only because the other two options were deemed unacceptable.  


A tentative agreement was reached that IWRRI would in the first part of August send out a slide presentation illustrating a wide range of options for presentation, requesting input and response from the ESHMC as soon as possible.  Goals of the presentation were discussed and included:

a) Clearly communicate the implied equilibrium levels of the simulations.

b) Clearly communicate the difference between the implied equilibrium and today's condition.

c) Describe the implications of the historical and expected variability

i) seven- to ten-year cyclical behavior

ii) shorter-period cyclical behavior

iii) seasonality

d) Communicate more clearly the meaning of the scenario results.
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