ESHMC Meeting Notes from March 8 & 9, 2007

Items 1 & 2 - 
After introductions and a few business matters, the role of the ESHMC as defined in the Framework for the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Management Plan was briefly discussed.

Item 3 - 
The ESHMC was briefed on the status of the ESPA monitoring program.  Two items were proposed to the committee:  1) the fall portion of the groundwater mass measurement planned in FY 2009 could be eliminated, and the spring measurements previously taken in 2000 and FY 2008 could be relied upon to evaluate change in aquifer storage and for model calibration.  2) Because of Allan Wylie’s previous experience and training, he could perform the calibration of ESPAM version 2.0 in an open and transparent manner.

· Points were made by the ESHMC for both retaining and eliminating the fall mass measurement.  Allan Wylie indicated he could perform a sensitivity analysis to determine if the fall 2000 affected or had a significant impact on the calibration of the current version of ESPAM.  It was recommended that we delay the decision since we have another fiscal year before next fall measurement will have to be funded.  The money will be kept in the estimated budget for now, and all agreed to table the discussion.

· Chuck Brockway recommended that if Allan would take over the model calibration as an IDWR employee, he should still communicate with IWRRI and Willem Schreuder during the process.  Sean Vincent recommended that a Jr. IDWR staff person should receive training from and go through the process with Allan.  The ESHMC unanimously approved Allan’s role in running the calibration of ESPAM version 2.0.

Item 4 - 
Rick Raymondi briefed the ESHMC on a meeting that was held between IDWR staff (including the Interim Director) and the Shoshone Bannock Tribal Water Commission and Water Resource Department.  Rick reported that the meeting went well, and it appeared that the Tribe would cooperate with data sharing including water level measurements in wells, spring flow measurements, and return flow measurements.  The Tribe indicated that they will take their own measurements, and that access to measurement sites for others would be restricted.  IDWR indicated that we would like the Tribe to coordinate with an engineer [to be hired] from the IDWR Southern Regional Office as a quality control measure, and this appeared to be acceptable.  IDWR will continue discussions with the Shoshone Bannock Water Resource Department and Tribal Water Commission and report to the ESHMC.

Item 5 - 
Sean Vincent led a power point discussion of the South Side return flows.  He showed a number of perennial streams in the tract, and explained how irrigation returns are calculated by IDWR.  He indicated that the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) includes groundwater discharge to the perennial streams as part of irrigation returns.  

· Donna Cosgrove said that we could learn what might be happening in other irrigation districts from the measurements taken on the south side of the river.  Rick Allen and Allan Wylie thought there were differences in geology and irrigation practices on the south side that would make the extrapolation difficult.

· Chuck Brockway and Donna said that the south side measurements give important information regarding the water budget for these reaches of the river.

· Gary indicated that the data helps determine the relative contribution from the north side of the rim vs. the south side of the rim.

· Rick Allen said the north side of the rim will eventually have 0 surface returns, and Chuck Brockway said that the Twin Fall Canal Company has more in-line ponds that does the North Side Canal Company.

· Sean assured the ESHMC that Dick Lutz calculates lag factors for the south side and subtracts base flow from the returns.

· The discussion migrated to the issue of returns as a % of diversions, and now that the IDWR has been collecting data, whether there are any trends.  It was suggest that Dick Lutz present trends in the returns data at our next meeting.

Item 6 - 
Allan Wylie provided the ESHMC an overview of the updated POD file that is used for various scenarios.  The POD file needs to be updated because of transfers and the adjudication process.  Allan showed the difference in the number of wells in the respective files for 2006 and 2007.  He also presented the statistical difference in the Curtailment Scenario results using the 2006 and 2007 files.

Item 7 – Bryce Contor continued the discussion on the Current Practices Scenario.

The minutes for this portion of the meeting are in the proposed work plan for the scenario, which is a separate document prepared by Bryce located in the March 8 & 9 folder (IDWR ftp site - Summary of "Current Practices Scenario" discussion 8 & 9 March 2007).

Item 8 – The formulation of the Conceptual Model for Version ESPAM version 2.0 began.  Recommendations for enhancement were divided into Short Term (related to new scenarios), Intermediate (ESPAM version 2.0), and Long Term (a new model) goals.  Sean Vincent recorded the information on the white board, and a copy can be found in the meeting photos file in the March 8/9 folder on the ftp site.  See the white board photo for a summary of information related to Short Term and Long Term goals.  The following is a list of topics that were proposed for future discussion as Intermediate Goals related to enhancing and recalibrating ESPAM version 2.0:

· Changing the stress period from 6 months to one month

· Extending the dataset to include 2006, possibly 2007

· Re-evaluating the treatment of return flows, including lag factors and the reach-gain program

· Changing the river and reservoir response stage and stress period

· Re-aggregation of conductance reaches

· Improving estimate of tributary underflow

· Feasibility of multiple spring/cells

· Gains in the Milner to King Hill reach

· Re-evaluating recharge on non-irrigated lands

· After subtracting south side gains, calibrating to gage gains

· Changing the number of reaches

· Treatment of mixed-source lands (submitted after the meeting)
Other points made in this discussion include:

· Regarding the change to a one-month time step, Donna warned that we only have 2 years to update the model, and she questioned whether we have the available data.  Bryce said he would go through the data in the water budget to find changes that would be needed to go to a one-month time step.  Allan said he could test one-month and six-month stress periods using PEST to compare and determine reliability or uncertainty of the latter.  Willem said he was not sure about Allan’s PEST test, and that he wants shorter stress periods, specifically one-month.

· Chuck Brockway said that the concerns of users regarding mid-season reach gains justified the smaller stress period and felt that the one-month stress period was justified.  

· The ESHMC as a whole agreed that a shorter stress period is a goal if it is beneficial, and Chuck Brendecke added that the goal should be to reduce uncertainty, not create the illusion of greater uncertainty.

· There was a lengthy discussion of whether to begin the calibration in 1980 and go forward as was done in the past version of the model, or whether we should go farther back in time.  Donna said that the best data begin in about 1980 and that those starting heads carry forward previous stresses, etc.  Willem thought that you should begin earlier, and that you didn’t have to start when you have the most data.  Chuck Brockway said that there is a perception that the model ability is better if you go back in time further for calibration.  Donna mentioned that there was an exercise performed with the old state model that might satisfy this request for looking back further, and Chuck Brockway suggested we do a similar exercise.

· Willem requested that during the next re-calibration that we report what is done with the water budget and recharge tool in greater detail.  All agreed.

DECISION POINT SUMMARY

The following was agreed upon:

1) A total of 12 subjects were set forth as goals and subjects for future discussion in order to enhance the current version of ESPAM.  See bulleted items in Item 8.

2) IWRRI will go through data in the water budget to determine changes that will be needed to go to a one-month time step in the next version of the model.

3) The ESHMC agreed that Allan Wylie should perform the calibration of ESPAM version 2.0 while communicating with IWRRI and Willem Schreuder during the process.  A junior IDWR staff person will receive training from and go through the process with Allan

4) The ESHMC delayed a decision whether or not to perform a fall mass measurement in FY 2009.  Allan Wylie will perform a sensitivity analysis looking at the current version of ESPAM with and without the fall 2000 mass measurement.

5) Dick Lutz will present trends in return flow data in the next ESHMC meeting.

6) All agreed that we report what is done with the water budget and recharge tool in greater detail during the preparation of the next version of the model.  

NOTE:  Decisions with respect to the Current Practices Scenario are summarized on a memo from Bryce titled:   Summary of "Current Practices Scenario" discussion 8 & 9 March 2007.
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