Draft

ESHMC Meeting Notes February 3rd, 2010
Item 1 - Introductions were made, and an attendance list was circulated.  The following were present at the meeting:






- David Blew

- Bryce Contor
- Willem Schreuder

- Rick Raymondi

- Allan Wylie

- Chuck Brendecke

- Sean Vincent

- Stacey Taylor
- Rick Allen

- Jim Brannon

- Chuck Brockway
- Mike McVay
- Roger Warner

- Jon Bowling

- Jennifer Johnson

- Bill Quinn

- Brian Patton*

- Jae Ryu

- John Koreny





*Present but did not sign attendance sheet.





Greg Sullivan joined the meeting via Polycom.

Rick Allen introduced Dr. Jae Ryu to the committee and asked the members to make contact with Jae to discuss research needs and proposal funding opportunities. Dr. Ryu is one of the ‘new faculty hires’ of the National Science Foundation funded tri-university EPSCoR program to build research infrastructure in Idaho.   Jae’s faculty appointment is as a Water Resources Engineer/assistant professor, with his academic home in the Department of Biological and Agricultural Engineering.  His office is at the Idaho Water Center in Boise, in the Idaho Water Resources Research Institute (IWRRI) office.  Jae will be working in the EPSCoR RII project with focus on hydrologic simulation under various climate change scenarios, with emphasis on impacts to irrigated agriculture in the Snake River basin.  Jae will work closely with recent civil engineering and geosciences faculty hires at Boise State University and with economics hires at both BSU and UI.   
After Jae’s introduction, the committee was informed that the discussion of the transfer tool would be postponed to the next meeting.  Chuck Brockway expressed a disappointment that the discussion of the transfer tool was taken off the agenda and that the tool needs to be compatible with other Department decisions. He added that the current tool is cumbersome.
Item 2 – Brian Patton began the meeting by providing the committee an ESPA CAMP Implementation progress report. Brian summarized that after House Bill 264 approving the ESPA CAMP, the advisory committee was reformulated into the implementation committee.  He indicated that CDR and the Board then formulated 5 work groups to implement CAMP, ant the work group members can be found on the Board web site.


Brian then discussed CAMP accomplishments:

1) Approximately 125,000 acre-feet of managed recharge was completed during the 2009 irrigation season.  Plans are moving forward for constructed recharge sites at Mile Post 31 and at Egin Lakes (enlargement), with the overall goal of averaging 100,000 acre-feet/yr.  It was also mentioned that House Bill 264 recognized the benefit of incidental recharge.
2) Discussions and administrative mechanisms are proceeding and on AWEP conversions of 4,884 of ground water irrigated acres.  
3) Discussions are being held regarding additional incentives for CREP and possibly designating a state alternative.

4) Efforts are ongoing to improve the capture efficiency at 14 spring sites in the Thousand Springs area.
Brian added that the Board has received a commitment from AWEP of $15M for various projects.  Rick Allen asked if a description of the 14 spring sites was available, and Brian responded no and added that some are not fully described because the program is not ready to go public.  Willem Schreuder asked what the general outlook for CREP is, and Brian indicated that the program is staying steady on acreage.  A general discussion of commitments vs. commodity prices followed, and it was concluded that CREP in Idaho does not have the same popularity as compared to Kansas, Nebraska, or Colorado.  Chuck Brockway asked if Crystal Springs would qualify for AWEP, and Brian said it could.
The next topic of discussion was the target contributions to fund the implementation of CAMP.  Brian said the $3M target for the State of Idaho may not be realized, but that all contributions will be pro-rated to what the state contributes.  He added that the funding mechanisms will be decided by the State Legislature and will likely be a template for how contributions are obtained in other parts of the State for CAMP implementations.  Brian summarized the current plan for the contribution from irrigated agriculture indicating that a $1/acre assessment will be collected through the counties on all irrigated lands within the USGS ESPA RASA study area/model boundary defined in Garabedian (1992).  A second assessment will be collected by the ESPA water districts on all ground water users within the same boundary.  Some of the ground water assessments will be based on acreage ($1/acre for ground water irrigators), and some assessments will be a flat rate based proportionately on withdrawals (e.g., municipalities). 
Brian said the draft legislation imposes a burden on the counties, authorizes retention of up to 10% to implement the assessment, and penalizes non-payment with a property lien.   He added that current draft version 1.8 is before the CAMP Implementation Committee, and the Water Board meets on February 5, 2010 to make a final decision on the draft legislation. Finally, Brain said that the Legislative leadership is expected to receive the draft later in the day on February 5th.  Roger Warner asked how much money has been paid out for managed recharge.  Brian said that $279,000 was paid out in 2009, but some canals charged only $0.50/acre-foot for wheeling the water.  
A short discussion followed centered on the efforts of canal companies to earn back implementation fees by wheeling water intended for managed recharge.  Brian said he expected that canal companies would be contracted to divert water intended for managed recharge based on diversion capacity and proportionately as a percentage of total irrigation diversions. He added that another factor would be whether the Board’s recharge right was in priority above or below American Falls Reservoir, and that storage water could be used for managed recharge, particularly in the fall.  Chuck Brockway asked if the state is going to pay for incidental recharge that is essentially the same as what canal companies have done for a long time.  Brian said no, but the Board is engaged in determining how to assign a value on incidental recharge and solutions are being considered.  Chuck Brockway followed by asking if incidental recharge is limited to canal seepage, and Brian said yes and the Board determination is centered on economics (leakage and losses vs. fees for seepage).  Finally, Roger Warner asked if an irrigation district or canal company can undertakes recharge with their own storage water to offset CAMP implementation fees, and Brian said yes possibly.
The committee then focused on the CAMP cloud seeding effort, and Rick Allen asked if any inquiries regarding the program have come from the State of Wyoming.  Jon Bowling responded that IPCO is working with and attends cloud seeding meetings in Wyoming.  Jon added that there is a need to build out and modernize the existing program, and that land ownership and permitting are issues to resolve.  Allan Wylie asked how many sites are in the South Fork vs. the Henry’s Fork watershed.  Jon said that most are in the Henry’s Fork, and that the units are turned on/off remotely from Boise.  He then said that the system works better under certain temperature and precipitation conditions, and that IPCO is considering an air craft program.  Chuck Brockway asked if there has been any discussion of cloud robbing, and Jon said all the time.  Jon went on to say that research shows that cloud seeding enhances rather than rob downwind precipitation.  He indicated that the atmosphere contains lots of water vapor, and Bryce Contor added that only a fraction of the water vapor in the atmosphere ends up as precipitation.  Jon then said that the temperature and humidity have to be just right, otherwise the precipitation will be retained in the air mass.  Allan Wylie commented that cloud seeding will make the wet years wetter but won’t affect the dry years.  
The conversation regarding cloud seeding continued as Jon Bowling said that this year (2010) there have been many “seedable” storms with favorable temperature and humidity, but bigger and wetter storms are needed for the program to be effective.  He then said that IPCO estimates that an additional 150,000 acre-feet of water have been added to the Payette watershed per year at an approximate cost of $6.50/acre-foot.  Rick Allen indicated that only a small amount of water vapor in the atmosphere is condensable.  Allan Wylie said that the river-reservoir system has to be able to handle the extra water in wet years.  Jon Bowling followed by saying that IPCO would shut the system down in very wet years and that there are curtailment criteria that consider neighboring basins.  Brian Patton added that IPCO spends approximately $8M/yr for their cloud seeding program that is outside of the CAMP Implementation program.  Rick Allen said that farmers in Montana are concerned about the Idaho program.  Sean Vincent expressed a concern about liability for flood in wet years.  Jon Bowling responded that there are criteria for curtailment and that IPCO is very sensitive to this issue.
Chuck Brendecke stated that there is good reservoir carryover this year, and then he asked if there is a plan to maximize the opportunity for managed recharge utilizing any evacuation that might become necessary for flood control. Brian Patton said that IDWR is trying to move in that direction, but Reclamation still follows rule curves. He added that IDWR is trying to negotiate with Reclamation to change the timing of releases so the water can be used for managed recharge, but the negotiations are not complete.

Item 3 – Bill Quinn summarized the accomplishments of the managed recharge program during the 2009 irrigation season and indicated that the CAMP goal of 100,000 acre-feet was exceeded.   The total recharge to the ESPA during 2009 was 124,536 acre-feet, and the cost to the Idaho Water Resource Board for wheeling was $277,418. Bill said that nine canal companies participated, and there was no recharge undertaken in the Big Wood River watershed.  He provided some statistics including that 83% of the recharge was early-season, and 16% was late-season; and 62% of the recharge occurred above American Falls Reservoir and 38% was below.  

Bill showed the total diversions accomplished by each canal company that participated and the total cumulative recharge volume on a time line.  Chuck Brendecke asked why the recharge undertaken by the North Side Canal Company was so low, and Bill responded that the total for NSCC does not include mitigation recharge which is not under the Board’s jurisdiction.  He then showed a series of slides demonstrating the steady state and transient benefits to the model reaches from the recharge accomplished by the nine canal companies.  Willem Schreuder questioned the utility of fall recharge at Freemont-Madison and Egin Lakes.  Bill responded that the fall recharge from Egin Lakes shows a greater benefit to the aquifer than the combined Fremont-Madison/Egin Lakes effort.  During the discussion of recharge at the Great Feeder, Willem indicated that there is a peak benefit to the river during the summer when it is needed most.  He then asked what cells were used to model the recharge, and Allan Wylie responded that he used the cells within the canal company service area.  During the discussion of the Idaho Irrigation District results, Rick Allen observed that the Near Blackfoot gains were sustained somewhat longer than he had anticipated.  
Bill Quinn indicated that there was a much longer retention time in the aquifer from recharge in the Milner-Gooding Canal, and that recharge was also accomplished at the LSARD dedicated site after the irrigation season was underway.  Willem observed that recharge at some sites provides good benefit during that irrigation season, while a longer benefit is shown at the Near Blackfoot to Neeley reach, and this in part, is a result of how that reach is represented in ESPAM version 1.1.  Bryce Contor said that the confined vs. unconfined model representation has a broad margin of safety, and that the model might be overemphasizing the upstream benefit.  Willem thought that the upstream benefit is more affected by the slope of the aquifer especially since the model assumes a constant transmissivity.
For the North Side Canal Company, Bill said that gages allow seepage rates to be determined, and the canal reaches where recharge occurs can be better represented.  Chuck Brockway asked if Cindy Yenter is measuring flows on the Milner-Gooding Canal.  Brian Patton responded no and added that the Board is not concerned with detailed seepage measurements. Rick Allen said that an extension agent for Lincoln County (Christy Fahler) may be using the acoustic doppler current profiler to measure flows.

Bill said that there is a very large retention time for recharge that enters the aquifer within the Southwest Irrigation District.  He added that there are three 24-inch diameter pipelines that carry water ten miles with a lift of over 300 feet to accomplish recharge at Southwest.  Rick Allen asked if there was any information concerning the power bill, and Brian Patton said it was expensive recharge water.  

A general discussion of recharge followed.  Chuck Brockway asked how was recharge planned or determined.  Bill responded that when there is abundant water, such as in 2009, nearly all canals have an opportunity to carry out managed recharge.  He said there is a preference to use large capacity canals.  Brian Patton added that in 2009 there was more water available than could be diverted under the Board’s right and there were diversion capacity issues.  Bill Quinn said that there are also budget capacity issues.  Chuck Brockway asked what the expected wheeling cost was for the upcoming season. Brian said it will likely be $3/acre-foot.  Bryce Contor suggested that the wheeling could be put out to bid, and the lowest bid could receive the most water.  Brian responded that politics may prevent such a bid.  Bill Quinn noted that he is preparing contracts for the upcoming season and that there are four or five canal companies that have expressed interest.
Jon Bowling briefed the committee that there are targets for managed recharge for both above and below Milner Dam that were agreed upon as part of the settlement of the subordination issue in the Swan Falls Agreement.  He indicated the targets were an average of 50,000 acre-feet above Milner, 30,000 acre-feet below, and 20,000 acre-feet from the Big Wood River, and these targets were included in the ESPA CAMP goals.  Jon said that IPCO understands that, in some years, managed recharge will be above average and some years below.  He went on to say that in Phase I of CAMP, it was agreed that if managed recharge exceeded 175,000 acre-feet, a policy review would be undertaken.  Jon said there are limitations that are spelled out within the Swan Falls re-affirmation, and a policy review will be undertaken if ESPA CAMP recharge impacts power generation.  Jon expects the policy to be incorporated into revised and updated Idaho State Water Plan.  
Roger Warner asked Jon to further discuss the limitation above American Falls Reservoir, and Jon said that the study done by Dave Blew and Sudhir Goyal showed that the recharge has a short residence time and does not change or negatively impact power generation from the perspective of IPCO.  Roger then stated that if the Egin Lakes recharge were assessed separately from the total Fremont-Madison amount, then the ESPA model would demonstrate a longer retention time in the aquifer.  Jon conceded that this portion of the recharge would not necessarily benefit IPCO.  Allan Wylie said that the Mud Lake Barrier and the ESP Rift affect when the Egin Lakes recharge discharges into the Snake River.  Willem added that the American Falls Reservoir stage affects residence time and discharge into the aquifer.
Bill Quinn made a summary point that what was learned by the 2009 managed recharge effort is that more capacity or willing canal companies are needed to expand the program, assuming there are no recharge limitations.  Brian Patton added that many canal companies above American Falls did not participate.  Chuck Brendecke asked if the Milner-Gooding canal achieved the highest capacity.  Brian said that Milner-Gooding did a great job.  He said that long-term contracts are good for making sure companies get ready and schedule maintenance.  He added that there could be a penalty in the future for breaking contracts.  Chuck Brockway asked if all fees were collected and what were the costs paid to those who participated.  Brain Patton said he would provide the costs to Rick Raymondi for the ESHMC.  Jon Bowling said that more water in the system is needed and that demand reduction and cloud seeding are the only ways to obtain “new water”.
Item 4 -  Bryce provided the status of the development of water budget model files including current data and documentation for ESPAM version 2.  He said that Allan is using the 2nd preliminary recharge dataset and that as soon as he subtracts out seeped water, the 3rd dataset will be nearly ready to be delivered.  Bryce also said that the 2006 irrigated lands are almost finished, but he still needed to take out wetlands, cities, and urban areas.  Those items that are outstanding include: non-irrigated recharge, and Mike McVay is working on this task; and the canal seepage and mixed source fractions are being completed by Bryce.  
Item 5 – Stacey Taylor presented the results from calculating the ET Adjustment factors using the methods outlined in a memorandum to the ESHMC by Bryce Contor dated 29 October 2009.  The results included ET Adjustment factors for gravity and sprinkler irrigation for each entity.  Data was available for 2000 and 2006, and the calculated values for each irrigation entity were provided to the committee.  Since only two years of METRIC data are available, the committee was asked to provide their opinion on how to use the data over the entire calibration period.  Some of the ET adjustment factors seemed to be slightly different than expected, and Rick Allen suggested that this could be related to the cloud cover in the images used to product the METRIC ET images.  The consensus of the committee was to take an average of the values between the 2000 and 2006 ET Adjustment factors and apply these values over the entire 1980-2008 calibration period, with the exception of using values in which cloud cover may have affected the results.  Rick Allen said that he would provide a map showing which areas of the 2000 and 2006 METRIC ET images were affected by cloud cover.  Rick Allen also mentioned that the 1996 and 2002 METRIC data will soon be completed.  If ET Adjustment factors continue to be used for ESPAM 3, adjustment factors will be calculated for 1996 and 2002 as the METRIC data and irrigated lands shapefiles become available.

Item 6 – Rick Raymondi gave a brief presentation of the plans and accomplishments for the ESPA monitoring effort.  He showed maps of the spring flow measurement sites and the sentinel well locations where continuous monitoring equipment is installed or planned to be installed.  On a map of the Fort Hall Reservation, Rick also showed the locations of return flow sites that are monitoring candidates.  Willem commented that the additional data in the NR Blackfoot to Neeley reach will help address how the aquifer behaves in that area.
Item 7 – Bryce Contor showed a series of slides and led a discussion of Canal Seepage, Water Source on Irrigated Lands, and the On-Farm method.  He listed parameters that control the water budget in ESPAM version 1.1 vs. ESPAM 2.0.  Greg Sullivan joined by telephone at 1:30 PM.  The following subjects were discussed:

 

1)  Willem & Greg agreed that the slides more or less correctly indicate the conceptual water-budget implications of the On-Farm method, though they are incomplete in description of details.

 

2)  An important detail missing from the slides is that the On-Farm method does include a root-zone storage algorithm, which has not been thoroughly tested but seems to work.  It has not yet been implemented.  This may compensate for distortions resulting from changes in storage in the root zone (though perhaps not from effects of other changes in storage).  It was suggested that Allan should attempt to use it if he sees indications that changes in storage are causing inappropriate effects.  Temporal imprecision in diversions or ET estimates could cause apparent changes in storage which will distort the On-Farm calculation of implied CU fraction in a particular stress period.  Shorter stress periods exacerbate this hazard.

 

3)  We briefly discussed Greg's concern that a season-long analysis of adequacy of supply could mask deficit irrigation in the fall that followed adequate irrigation in the spring and summer.

 

4)  We discussed Bryce's and Chuck Brockway's opinion that except for the Richfield Tract, there is very little chronic or acute deficit irrigation in the plain.  The assertion is that supplemental wells and acreage adjustments have equilibrated supplies and requirements.

 

5) The slides omitted discussion of parameterization of the On-Farm method, and verification and validation using returns data.  There seemed to be agreement that these important topics should be addressed by Allan, Willem, and Greg as calibration continues.
6) Greg clarified that canal losses are not just seepage, but include evaporation and return to surface water.  We discussed the implicit inclusion of evaporation via the ET adjustment factors, and returns via the partitioning of losses in the On-Farm method, but we did not fully consider the topic.  We probably did not adequately address Greg's clarification.
7) Chuck Brendecke requested the ESPAM version 1.1 memos on mixed source lands.  There may also be a memo from Bryce to CAMP on this subject.

 

8)  There was discussion but not strong consensus on the assertions that canal seepage and changes in storage alter the long-term water budget in the On-Farm algorithm, but not the ESPAM1.1 algorithm.

 

9)  There was considerable discussion (but not agreement) on two areas of discomfort:  a)  Is this method too complex; are we splitting hairs?  b)  Our knowledge of water source, and groundwater fraction on mixed source lands, is incomplete and inadequate for an algorithm that allows these to affect the water budget.

 

10)  A third area of discomfort received only a little discussion but is mentioned in the slide on looking forward to ESPAM3:  It is not clear that the way the On Farm method changes consumptive use fraction as deficit irrigation increases is consistent with sound theory and published work.

 

11)  The ESHCM generally agreed that IWRRI should quickly calculate the round 2 ad-hoc adjustments to canal-seepage parameters and mixed-source fractions, and circulate these for ESHMC review.

Item 8 -  John Koreny made the case to the committee to include more springs as calibration targets and mentioned that his eventual goal was to convince the committee to allow use of the model to predict impact at individual springs.  He drew a schematic of the Devil’s Washbowl to Buhl reach showing the location and discharge at Devil’s Corral, Devils Washbowl, Blue Lakes, and Crystal springs.  John pointed out that discharge data from Niagara Springs is approximately 250 cfs and the data are not used to calibrate the model, while the discharge from the model cell or model output demonstrated by ESPAM version 1.1 is approximately 50 cfs.  He then recommended that additional flow measurement data be collected so that all (or most) of the diversions could be added together to obtain the full discharge from Niagara Spring to allow better calibration for the model cell.  He volunteered to facilitate gathering the data and mentioned the WD 130 Watermaster (Cindy Yenter), Rim View Trout, and Idaho Power as sources of data.


A discussion of the “formula” for adding up all the flows and the time periods of available data followed.  John made the point that 95% of the total discharge could be accounted for if all the flow data were added together at Niagara Springs.  He said there should be good records back to 1996 and that he should be able to compile the data in about a month.  John said that he wants to change the calibration procedures and stated that there shouldn’t be any uncalibrated springs in any reach of the model.  Willem Schreuder said that in the Devil’s Washbowl to Buhl reach, we have data for the large springs including Blue Lakes, Crystal, Niagara, Devil’s Washbowl, and Devil’s Corral.  Chuck Brockway said we have some data for the small springs in Covington and Weaver.  Will asked how many drain cells are in this reach, and Allan Wylie said that there are 5 to 10 drain cells. Willem responded that 10 cfs per cell could represent the little springs.  Chuck Brockway asked if the large and small spring discharge could be combined, and Willem said maybe no because of different elevations.  Willem concluded that there is no reason not to represent all the spring data and Allan agreed.

Chuck Brendecke stated that the spring discharge is independent from the Kimberley to Buhl reach gains contributed from the south side.  He asked Allan to refresh him on the sources of south side water, and Allan said seep water and ground water discharge from the underlying aquifer (not ESPA water).  Chuck Brendecke then said that we should concentrate on calibrating to the known discharges, and Allan agreed to the extent possible.

Willem asked if we could place a not to exceed target for spring discharge as a calibration target.  Allan said no.  Chuck Brockway said we could get early measurements as a not to exceed target.  John Koreny said we could use Covington and Weaver data as the not to exceed target.  Chuck Brockway then said fixing this (Devil’s Washbowl to Buhl) reach is not a problem, and there is room for improvement of the model in every reach.  Chuck then said, what if there is a call on Niagara, the model is not adequate.  Allan said if there is a call on Niagara, we would determine the mitigation by apportioning the reach.

John Koreny asked if IDWR can ask Cindy Yenter for spring data, and he added that the data do not have to be perfect.  He offered his help for the data gathering effort.  Allan said in the current version, we used Covington and Weaver to distribute the springs into the various reaches, and aquifer head and discharge in Covington and Weaver are used to estimate starting conductances.  He added that he currently is using regularization to constrain conductance adjustments.  Allan then said he has objected to the current (ESPAM version 1.1) approach of using Covington and Weaver to define the reaches from the beginning.  Willem said that we are now using river gage data but not the same 6 reaches, and this was confirmed by Allan.  Allan then said that where we have spring data, it is valuable information to include.  Chuck Brendecke said reliable spring data would be a good candidate to include for model calibration.  

Chuck Brockway asked about Bridal Veil spring and Crystal Springs that were listed on a handout.  Chuck Brendecke asked for a list of springs that will be used in model calibration.  IDWR agreed to modify the spring table to show which springs are being used in model calibration.
Item 9 – Allan Wylie presented an approach for using PEST to assess or determine ESPAM version 2.0 model uncertainty.  He mentioned that he conducted this analysis for version 1.0 but never had the opportunity to present the results to the ESHMC because the committee was working on the Strawman proposals.  He then reviewed previous discussions of the sources of uncertainty and methods to quantify uncertainty.  
Allan went on to say that in 2004, he experimented with a dual calibration approach using the “bend-but-don’t-break” method.  He then said he could use PEST to increase or decrease the impact that a well or group of wells has on a particular reach as a method of employing the “bend-but-don’t-break” method.  Chuck Brendecke said if we were to follow that approach, we would need a rigorous review of what is considered calibrated. Chuck added that we might not like the PEST definition of what is calibrated.  Allan and Willem agreed.  

Allan then showed the results of four model runs for reach prediction to assess calibration on reach impacts.  It was commented that it would have been good to look at the Near Blackfoot to Neeley reach, but it was not done in 2004.

Chuck Brendecke asked Allan to frame the decision before the committee.  Allan responded that if we choose the “bend-but-don’t-break” path using PEST, we need to:

1) decide what a calibrated model “looks like”;

2) determine the sum of squared residuals;
3) determine what predictions are of interest;

4) determine what reached are of interest;

5) determine where we would like to place a pumping block;

6) determine what weight we want to give to each new prediction.

Bryce said he likes the method, but it is important to touch all the water budget parameters. Willem said we could compare ESPAM version 1.0 to 1.1 to analyze the uncertainty with “messing up” inputs, which gives you model uncertainty.  Bryce and Chuck Brendecke disagreed with Willem.  Chuck Brendecke commented that this “bend-but-don’t-break” method” method relies heavily on PEST.  
Allan concluded that he likes this method, and it gives him a fair amount of comfort or confidence that many of the contributions to uncertainty can be assessed.  He said that it will take a lot of work looking at output and writing scripts to help the process.  He said there is published literature to rely on.  The committee appeared favorable to this method.  Finally, Allan said that he recommends that the first scenario using ESPAM version 2.0 will be an analysis of uncertainty.  Chuck Brendecke said that someone else has been down this path, and using this method to analyze uncertainty is not new.
Item 10 – The next meeting was set for April 7, 2010 with March 31st as an alternate date.
DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1) The consensus of the committee was to take an average of the values between the 2000 and 2006 ET Adjustment factors and apply these values over the entire 1980-2008 calibration period, with the exception of using values in which cloud cover may have affected the results.

2)  The ESHCM generally agreed that IWRRI should quickly calculate the round 2 ad-hoc adjustments to canal-seepage parameters and mixed-source fractions, and circulate these for ESHMC review.
3) IDWR and John Koreny agreed to gather all flows and diversions at Niagara so that the ESPAM version 2.0 could be calibrated to the combined flow.

4) IDWR agreed to develop a list of spring targets that will be used to calibrate ESPAM 2.0.

5) IDWR agreed to evaluate the potential for other springs to be used to calibrate the model, including the National Fish Hatchery.

6) The committee conditionally agreed to an approach for following the “bend-but-don’t-break” method and using PEST to assess or determine ESPAM version 2.0 model uncertainty. 
7) IDWR agreed to provide the committee with a summary of the 2009 Managed Recharge program including wheeling fees paid.
8) IDWR agreed to provide memos and other reports regarding mixed source lands.
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