DRAFT


ESHMC Meeting Notes from July 23rd, 2007

Item 1 -
Introductions were made, and an attendance list was circulated.  The following were present at the meeting:



David Blew




Greg Sullivan




Bryce Contor




Sean Vincent




Rick Allen




Gary Johnson




Willem Schreuder




Chuck Brockway




Chuck Brendecke




Rick Raymondi




John Koreny




Jon Boling




John Lindgren




Allan Wylie




Jennifer Johnson

Jonathan Bartsch

Diane Tate

Hal Anderson

Jeppe Koaersgaaro

Item 2 -
Bryce Contor continued with the Current Practices Scenario.  A summary of his presentation and the minutes of the discussion is in a separtate memo titled “Summary of Current Practices discussion at 23 July 2007 ESHMC meeting”.  This memo is posted on the ftp site in the July 23rd meeting folder.

Item 3 - 
Jonathan Bartsch and Diane Tate provided an overview of the CDR involvement in developing the Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP) and what has occurred to date.   In addition, Jonathan and Diane solicited ideas from the ESHMC regarding their future interaction with the Water Resource Board Advisory Committee and how the Committee should be educated regarding the ESPA Model.  During the discussion, John Koreny asked if the 15 studies that are in progress will drive the decisions of the Advisory Committee and the Board decisions or will model scenarios be used. Diane indicated that the studies and model scenarios would be used.  John Koreny, John Boling, and Willem indicated that the ESHMC is not involved in the 15 studies, and the ESHMC should be more involved with the Board.  John Koreny and Chuck Brockway said that the ESHMC should be involved in planning.


Diane and John suggested an ESHMC presentation to the Advisory Committee regarding the model and the White Paper(s) should be updated.  CDR requested and was provided copies of the White Paper.  An electronic version has been made available to the Board and the Advisory Committee.

Item 4 - 
Rick Raymondi discussed why the draft version of the Drought Scenario was posted on the IWRRI web page.  The ESHMC was asked to consider whether the Drought Scenario should be completed using Version 1.1 of the model, but no opinions were offered.

Item 5 -
Bryce led a brief discussion of water budget considerations for ESPA model version 2.0 and gave an overview of the types of input that IWRRI will be seeking from the ESHMC in updating the model.  There was very little committee discussion on this subject.  The slides from this discussion have been placed on the ftp site in the July 23rd meeting folder.

Item 6 - 
An open discussion related to the Current Practices scenario and future scenarios ensued.  John Koreny and Willem indicated that it was their preference that the timing of the release of the Current Practices scenario be delayed until other related scenarios were completed.

A potential scenario was discussed with the title ‘No Change in Policy Scenario”.  The question was asked:  if we don’t change any policies, then what will happen?  The predictive scenario would give us judgment on what happens if we don’t change.  The following were suggested of elements of the scenario:

· Crop types

· Land development or reduction in irrigated acres

· Price supports

· Cost of energy 

· CREP

Hal Anderson suggested another scenario that would consist of an adjustment or an updating of the Strawman concept.  He indicated that the Strawman will be presented to the Water Resource Board Advisory Group because of the need to adjust the Water Budget.  He said that the updated scenario results could be used to help determine the best methods to alter water supply and demand.  He mentioned the possibility of developing an interactive spreadsheet so that the water budget items could be adjusted, and the impact to the budget could be determined.  Hal asked the question “Can we influence change in a positive way that society can accept and be able to buy or pay the cost.”  He suggested that we look at what is achievable and most probable. Greg Sullivan also suggested that we look at the Strawman again to determine a range of what could be done.

Bryce said that we could look at each component of the Strawman individually, and we could modify CREP to a county benefit model.

Chuck Brockway recommended looking at the Strawman, but also looking at other items such as recharge, conversions, CREP, and decreasing the percentage of water delivered to the various service areas in a spreadsheet fashion.

 Chuck Brendecke suggested that we look at things that are occurring on the eastern Snake Plain that will affect the water budget.  He also said that we should consider whether we want to evaluate in steady state vs. transient mode.

DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1) The subject of what should be the next scenario will be discussed next meeting.

2) Changes to the model in creating version 2.0 will be discussed in upcoming meetings.

3) The next ESHMC meeting will be Tuesday September 11, 2007.  
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