Draft


ESHMC Meeting Notes October 28th, 2008
Note - Larry Burke, a free lance writer for Idaho Yesterday’s attended the meeting.  He interviewed several committee members and wrote an article on the ESPAM.  The areticle is posted on the ESHMC web site.
Item 1 -
Introductions were made, and an attendance list was circulated.  The following were present at the meeting:




-David Blew

-Bryce Contor 
-Gary Johnson

-Willem Schreuder

-Rick Raymondi

-John Lindgren

-Allan Wylie

-Jennifer Johnson

-Hal Anderson

-Chuck Brendecke

-Chuck Brockway, Sr.
-Sean Vincent

-Stacey Taylor

-Sudhir Goyal
-Rob Podgorney

-John Boling

-Mike McVay

-Jennifer Cuhaciyan

-Neal Farmer

-Dale Ralston
Item 2 –  Hal Anderson began the meeting with a discussion of the CAMP process indicating that he felt encouraged that the subcommittee was approaching an agreement on a long-term water budget adjustment goal of  600,000 AF, which was the “middle package” proposal.  He said that achieving the goal would be a phased, incremental approach using an adaptive process.   Phase I would be done during the first five years aimed at reaching 1/3 to ½ of the objective.  Willem Schreuder asked when the adjustments would begin, and Hal responded sometime after legislative approval.  Hal indicated that if supplemental money was obtained from the legislature, the process could start sooner.


Hal presented a power point discussion showing the scope and objectives for Phase I, providing details on ground water to surface water conversions, managed recharge, demand reduction, weather modification, and details on cost and funding mechanisms.  Chuck Brockway asked if assessments would be made on domestic water users, and Hal said not by the state but possibly by the counties.  Hal also showed the proposed Phase 1 contributions in order to pay the cost of making the adjustments.  Those paying include irrigated agriculture, IPCO, Municipalities, Spring Users, Industrial and Domestic (self supplied), the State of Idaho, and possible grants from the Federal government.

Willem asked how the contribution amount was determined.  Hal said that it was a combination of what the entity could afford, the effect that the entity has on the water budget, and how much is needed to accomplish the objective.


Hal laid out the process going forward.  The Draft Plan would be submitted to the Water Resource Board on October 29th, the CAMP Advisory Committee will meet on October 30th, the Board will meet November 5th and 6th to make changes and to adopt the plan.  The Draft Plan will be submitted to the Interim Natural Resources Legislative Committee in mid-November.  The Draft Plan will be posted on the IDWR web page and public meetings will be held on December 2nd, 4th, and 10th.  Public comment closes in early January.  After the public comments are incorporated, the Idaho Water Resource Board will finalize the plan and submit it to the Idaho Legislature during the 2009 session.

Rick Raymondi asked how the plan addresses incidental recharge.  Hal said that the plan recognizes conveyance losses and the resulting incidental recharge, there is a goal that no more conveyance losses will occur than what is current, and there will be possible compensation for losses that occur.  Chuck Brockway asked if potential increases in water levels and spring flows have been evaluated.  Hal indicated that the evaluations are being done and have not been completed.

Item 3 – Dave Blew presented an overview of the CAMP Environmental Subcommittee effort to evaluate changes in river flow, reservoir storage, and canal diversions based on the middle package recharge analysis.  He summarized by saying that the model runs using the combined ESPA and Planning models show an increase in reach gains and reservoir storage.  He added that new reach gains can potentially increase the amount of water available for recharge and system conversions.  He assured the ESHMC that if there is a shortage, the diversions for recharge are reduced. 

Dave offered the following conclusions from his assessment:
• The construction of the model restricts the diversion of water for recharge and system conversions to the top two layers of the reservoirs.

• Irrigation diversions are allowed to call water from all four layers of the

reservoirs.

• The calculated flow of water at Milner controls the amount of water available for diversion to recharge and system conversions.

• In 1992, the diversion of water for CAMP implementation did not impact water availability for increased diversions (171,900 acft) for irrigation.

• In 2005, the diversion of water for CAMP implementation did not impact water availability for increased diversion (246,200 acft) for irrigation.

Chuch Brockway asked how the Milner power right was addressed.  Dave said that is was assumed that the Milner power right was subordinated to recharge for the purpose of this analysis.  Willem asked why water was released past Milner during a previous February.  Dave said the release was for flood control, and the flood control curves might have to be re-adjusted to prevent the release.  Bryce asked if the diversion for recharge take water that would go to irrigation entities in short years.  Dave responded no, the water would essentially go to the Twin Falls Canal Company.  Hal added that if 200,000 AF could be recharged on an annual basis, the effort would be considered “outstanding”.
Item 4 - 
Dale Ralston presented an overview of the hydrogeology of the Thousand Springs to Malad reach of the enhanced eastern Snake Plain aquifer model.  He brought the following to the attention of the ESHMC:  1) the presence of a large section of Quaternary basalt that is below the rim in this area; 2) the Glens Ferry Formation underlies the Quaternary basalt east of Hagerman (above the rim); 3) Dale found no evidence of the Glens Ferry Formation south of Hagerman (on the east side of the Snake River); and 4) Tertiary Basalt is below the Quaternary basalt in the Thousand Springs area.  
Willem asked what Garabedian included as the “aquifer”.  Allan Wylie responded that Garbedian included all basalt.  Dale indicated that the permeability of the Glens Ferry is generally lower than the basalt, and the Tertiary basalt is generally less conductive than the Quaternary basalt.  Dale said that the contact between the Tertiary and Quaternary basalt dips to the east-northeast, and the contact is generally considered the bottom of the aquifer.  Dale expects a variable topography on the top of the Tertiary sediments and basalt unit.  Willem asked if the talus slopes cover the contact and prevent a determination of accurate elevations.  Dale said that there are areas where there is no cover, and a contact can be mapped between these exposures.

Dale showed a contour map of the elevation of the contact at bottom of the Quaternary basalt, and indicated it is lower in the Malad Gorge.  New boreholes drilled by IDWR were also shown on the map.  He said the aquifer transmissivity is greater in the Malad Gorge area and relatively less to the south in the Rangen spring area, an area where the topography of the contact is higher.  The transmissivity increases again then further to the south.  Chuck Brockway asked about the criteria used to select drilling locations.  Dale indicated that property access was a big issue.  He added that springs occur in channels or topographic lows, and concluded that the topography of the contact is very important.  His analysis showed that in areas of thicker basalt, the transmissivity is greater, and there is more consistent aquifer discharge.  In the Thousand Springs and Malad Gorge areas, the contact is lower and aquifer discharge is greater.

Dale said there was some evidence of a regional dip of the basalt toward the center of the ESPA basin.  Chuck Brockway asked if Dale was able to further interpret any more about the regional dip from the log of a deep well near Wendell.  Dale responded that if was difficult to extrapolate to that well.  Chuck also asked if water from the Quaternary basalts could get into the lower basalts.  Dale said that it is possible, but that the wells below the rim in the lower basalts are more likely influenced by the river and local irrigation.
Dale concluded the following:

1) Areas below the rim and between the rim and the river in the Thousand Springs to Malad reach should be excluded from the model.

2) The model representation of the springs in this reach using drains reasonably fits with the hydrogeologic model.

3) The transmissivity is low along the rim because the saturated thickness is less.  The model reasonably represents transmissivity in this area.  Dale added that a 2-foot change in the water level in the rim area affects the discharge of springs.
Allan and held a discussion regarding representing the springs in the model.  Dale said variations in aquifer hydraulic conductivity affect spring complexes.  With respect to the Hagerman area, Allan said that spring complexes were more common up river, whereas individual springs were common down river. 
Chuck Brockway said that the Curren Tunnel was the highest of the springs and asked if the conceptual model answers the anomaly in this area.  Dale said that a change in the water level at this spring would affect discharge much greater and conceptually it makes sense, but it is hard to pick out contacts in this area to evaluate the conceptual model.  Rob Podgorney asked if water quality data could help sort this problem out, and Dale said possibly but that he did not evaluate this.

Item 5 – 
Allan Wylie began a discussion of model boundaries showing cells that would be trimmed if we followed Dale’s recommendation in the Thousand Springs to Malad reach.  Willem said that the evidence is compelling that the model boundary should be changed for the next version of the model.  Allan followed by showing a slide of the Portneuf River basin in the Pocatello area.  He mentioned a meeting between IDWR and IDEQ regarding flow measurements on the Portneuf and the gains that occur below Batise Road.  He proposed extending the model to the gap.  Willem asked what would be the value of this change.  Allan said the gap location may be more reflective of all underflow.  Chuck Brockway first said that if there is only a marginal rate of return, it is not worth moving the boundary, but he said look at the data in order to make a decision.  Chuck Brendecke said the flux in the cells is fixed for underflow and it is important to look at the flux data.  Chuck Brockway concluded and the committee agreed that if the data are good to add a cell in the gap area.
Item 6 - 
Rick Raymondi provided a briefing on the ESPA monitoring program and the recent spring installations in the Fort Hall Bottoms.  He showed slides of Big Hole Springs east of Aberdeen.  There was a discussion of whether the water represented the regional aquifer or discharge from the shallow basalt.  IDWR agreed to check the elevation of the regional water table in this area.
Item 7 – Stacey Taylor continued the discussion on return flows.  Due to the confusion of the Big Wood/Little Wood and Richfield surface water irrigation entities (returns vs. diversions), Stacey Taylor, Bryce Contor, Gary Johnson, and graduate student Craig Groubaugh visited with the watermaster of District 37 (Kevin Lakey) at Shoshone to get a firm understanding of the returns and diversions in the area.  Potential work may be completed by graduate student (Craig Groubaugh) strictly on the Richfield Canal in which correlations between PDSI and precipitation may be explored in more depth.

The following is a list of conclusions from that meeting:

1)  After looking over plots of percent returned versus PDSI and percent returned versus precipitation, we concluded that we know returns vary from year to year and we can’t currently relate anything physical to returns based on all the work that has been previously been completed.

2) We agreed that we need to keep monitoring and keep acquiring as much data as possible.

3) Based on plots of measured return flows for various entities versus returns calculated using Dick Lutz’s method of calculating lag factors, we agreed that this is the presently the best known method of calculating return flows.

4) We also agreed that for the entities that are lacking data, we need to formalize the system of similarity so that we aggregate the most similar entities possible, and to also use average values for missing years in an entity rather than using the year that is closest with values. 
These points were made by Stacey and Bryce:

1) There is a trend towards reduced return flows.

2) We need to keep monitoring returns.

3) We have no data for most of the entities for most of the historical period.

4) We need transferability for areas where we have no data.

5) All data and analyses developed by Stacey will be shared.
Item 8 – Allan Wylie presented the results of model runs using a fixed conductance in the bottom of American Falls Reservoir at 1, while adjusting tributary underflow, non-irrigated recharge, and ET.  He showed the results in the form of statistics, and for the run with non-irrigated recharge unconstrained and bottom conductance at 1, the standard error went down.  In the tributary underflow analysis, he also adjusted transmissivity, storage, river and drain conductance, and 3 non-irrigated recharge factors.  The results showed which tributaries increased in contribution and which ones decreased.  Allan said that he could constrain the tributary underflow by ½ the HUC precipitation and recommended that we fix tributary underflow.  Willem said that we should not completely avoid using PEST to adjust parameters but not use PEST to adjust individual tributary basins.  Chuck Brockway asked for a sanity check on tributary underflow by looking at total precipitation vs total predicted underflow.  Allan also performed runs where just ET was adjusted.  The results showed the impacts on the distribution of transmissivity, specific yield, and relative river bed conductance.  Willem said to let PEST adjust factors but tie entities together (i.e., all ground water sprinklers tied, all ground water flood factors tied, all surface water sprinklers tied, and all surface water flood factors tied).  The summary statistics showed the standard error in all cases was better than in version 1.1.

For the next step, Allan agreed to model runs with proposed modifications to the boundary, runs incorporating unfiltered gains to the river reaches, runs with gaged river reaches below Milner.
Item 9 -  Bryce Contor led discussions on recharge on non-irrigated lands and the on-farm water budget.  
Recharge on non-irrigated lands
The committee agreed to the early-2008 ESHMC proposal with the following additional modifications:

 

1)  Bryce will send a shapefile of the ET Idaho sites to Dr. Schreuder to construct a set of interpolation multipliers for semi-log kriging.  That set of multipliers plus the nearest-neighbor map will be circulated for comment.

 

2)  We will expand the PEST capability to include up to 30 spatial regions that can have unique multipliers.  We expect in actual use that these will be grouped into only a few groups, but having up to 30 gives us the capability to combine in different ways as calibration experience may suggest.

 

3)  A preliminary mapping for use of the PEST multipliers is shown in photo S5033746.jpg, with 11 distinct zones.  Changing the zones will be simple and quick to accomplish during calibration, if desired.

 

4)  The generalized regions of thin soil, thick soil and lava rock illustrated in the Power Point will be used to construct data tables of non-irrigated recharge depth.  Once the data tables are constructed, changing this determination will be costly.

 

On-farm Water Budget
The ESHMC generally agreed that it would be useful to explicitly report surface-water irrigation efficiency in the new summary tool.  Bryce agreed to consider ways to incorporate a calculation of surface-water irrigation efficiency to automatically perform the manual adjustment for deficit irrigation that was performed in ESPAM1.1.  
 

During the meeting, Bryce could not recall exactly what we had decided to do with mixed-source lands during ESPAM2.  Since the meeting, Bryce reviewed the draft Design Document at: http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/hydrologic/projects/espam/model_documentation/Wtr_Src_DesignDoc_ESPAM2_Draft2_20080416.pdf.  

The decision proposed in that document is that there will be three zones of mixed-source lands.  Those near irrigation wells will be represented as 90% ground water and 10% surface water.  Those distant from irrigation wells will be represented as 10% ground water and 90% surface water.  All others will be represented as 50% ground water and 50% surface water.

DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1) Based on Dale Ralston’s recommendation, the ESHMC agree that that the evidence is compelling that the model boundary should be trimmed to exclude cells below the rim in the Hagerman area for the next version of the model.
2) IDWR agreed to check the elevation of the regional water table in the Big Hole Spring area east of Aberdeen.  

3) IDWR will make an effort to continue monitoring and keep acquiring as much return flow data as possible.

4) Based on plots of measured return flows for various entities versus returns calculated using Dick Lutz’s method of calculating lag factors, the ESHMC agreed that this is the presently the best known method of calculating return flows.

5) The ESHMC agreed that for the entities that are lacking data, we need to formalize the system of similarity so that we aggregate the most similar entities possible and to also use average values for missing years in an entity rather than using the year that is closest with values. 
6) IDWR agreed to perform model runs with proposed modifications to the boundary, runs incorporating unfiltered gains to the river reaches, runs with gaged river reaches below Milner.
7) IWRRI will send a shapefile of the ET Idaho sites to Dr. Schreuder to construct a set of interpolation multipliers for semi-log kriging. 


