ESHMC Meeting Notes from September 11, 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




Rick Raymondi




John Koreny




Jon Boling




John Lindgren




Allan Wylie




Jennifer Johnson

Jonathan Bartsch

Hal Anderson

Dennis Owsley

Lynn Tominaga

Item 2 – Sean Vincent led a review and discussion of intermediate level potential changes to ESPAM that will be done to create Version 2.0.  The current list of intermediate goals is posted on the ftp site under the September 11, 2007 meeting folder, and it has the new subjects brought up in the discussion.  

Allan Wylie described the treatment of mixed source lands and used the Aberdeen-Springfield irrigation district as an example.  He indicated that part of the problem is that we don’t know how farmers choose to operate their mixed source lands. Bryce Contor suggested that the calculation of recharge from precipitation on non-irrigated lands should be refined and supports a method previously offered by Chuck Brendecke.  Gary Johnson said that refinements are needed with respect to variable transmissivity and spring elevations in the Thousand Springs area.  Greg Sullivan felt that full on-farm water budgets would help refine return flows and asked IDWR to indicate what changes to administrative boundaries are being considered.  Jon Boling offered monthly diversion data collected from the Big Lost, Little Lost, and Birch Creek to help speed up the conversion of the model to a monthly time step.  Willem recommended that the new version of the model consider the reservoir stage in American Falls. Rick Raymondi recommended that the FY 2009 effort with respect to calculating tributary underflow be focused on the Portneuf River.  Rick Allen said that Dave Bjornberg should be contacted to obtain water budget information from the south side in order to determine deep returns to the Snake River from irrigation by the Twin Falls Canal Company.

John Koreny and Willem offered that the aquifer heads are not well defined in the balancing tool, and by asserting that the change in storage is 0 and that the aquifer is in equilibrium over the calibration period, bias is introduced.  Willem also suggested that the ESHMC should overhaul the recharge tool and that more of the calculations should be done in FORTRAN.  

A summary of the topics discussed is contained on an Excel spreadsheet posted on the ftp site in the September 11th meeting folder.

Item 3 – Jonathan Bartsch of CDR presented to the ESHMC issues that were discussed in the last CAMP Advisory Committee meeting.  The main point of discussion was using the Strawman framework to help identify a course of action for the Quantitative Goals Subcommittee.  Jonathan indicated that the IDWR will evaluate the benefits that would be realized if there were 600,000 to 900,000 acre-feet of change to the current water budget in support of the CAMP Advisory Committee.  For this evaluation, it will be assumed that the benefit will be equally distributed across the Thousand Springs area, A & B Irrigation District, and the American Falls area.  It will also be assumed that this change to the water budget will occur over a 30-year period.


The current plan is for IDWR to develop a draft water budget evaluation over the next few weeks, and a copy will be provided to the ESHMC for review and comment.  A quick turn around will be requested.  ESHMC members expressed a number of concerns and comments regarding how realistic such an evaluation could be given the types of institutional barriers that exist and the current lack of available water.  John Koreny indicated that the product should be a planning study as well as a modeling study.  Hal Anderson indicated that the Advisory Committee wants something tangible to initiate discussions and that the State will look at accomplishing targets with a planning analysis.


A memo from five members of the ESHMC was sent to IDWR after the September 11th meeting.  The memo contains a summary of their position regarding an ESHMC review of the Strawman evaluation, and it is posted on the IDWR ftp site within the September 11th meeting folder.

Item 4 - 
Bryce led the discussion regarding “Priorities and Criteria for ranking of ESPAM 2.0 activities”, and he proposed to send out a matrix with the activities identified in Sean's discussion across the top, with objectives down the side, and ask members of the ESHMC to respond with their assessment of the contribution each of the activities would make to each of the activities.  An additional activity was discussed, "formal evaluation of uncertainty."  The purpose of the matrix is to document the purpose(s) for each of the activities and to aid members in prioritizing the activities.

The objectives were based upon Bryce's recollection (he left his notes home) of the list from the March 2007 white-board discussion led by Sean Vincent.  After suggestions in the meeting, the final list of objectives was:


 - Better temporal resolution in outputs


- Improved amplitude of variability in spring discharges


- Regional water-level analysis (e.g. A & B)


- Well-to-well interference

- More sound conceptual representation


- Evaluate uncertainty

There was some discussion that the well-to-well interference objective may be unreasonable because local interference will be governed by heterogeneities that exist at a finer scale than the resolution of the model.

Bryce also will send out a list of the proposed activities for ESHMC members to rank.  The results of the matrix and the ranking will be summarized and reported.  If no clear direction emerges, then we will have to re-open the discussion of prioritizing activities.  There is room on both worksheets to add other activities and/or objectives.

A blank copy of the matrix and ranking are included in the attached Excel file "Criteria_And_Ranking_20070912_Blank.xls."

Please RENAME THIS with a name that identifies yourself, complete it, and e-mail to bcontor@if.uidaho.edu.  Bryce's e-mail software just piles all incoming attachments into a common folder.  IF YOU DON'T RENAME IT, IT WILL BE OVERWRITTEN BY THE NEXT PERSON WHO DOESN'T RENAME!!!

Item 5 – 
A brief discussion was held, and the ESHMC agreed to try using a monthly stress period in the next version of the model, ESPAM Version 2.0.

Item 6 - 
Bryce presented the water-budget summary slides very quickly, in order to illustrate the data that are currently being gathered and their native temporal resolution.  Data highlighted in yellow are gathered through 2005 or 2006, or later.  Slides have been provided as WaterBudgetSlides_20070911_contor.pdf in the September 11th meeting folder.

Two questions were presented to the ESHMC; 1) shall we seek funding to estimate METRIC ET in tributary valleys (for possible boundary changes, or for trib underflow calculations); and, 2) shall we seek funding to manually extract monthly diversions for the smaller basins (Big Lost, Little Lost, Birch Creek, etc) from paper or microfiche daily water-master books?

The first question turns out to be moot because Dr. Allen's group has already extended the coverage of LANDSAT images to be processed, for other purposes.

Jon Bowling stated that IPCO may have already extracted monthly diversions for the smaller basins, from the paper/microfiche record.  If not, those present concurred that the utility gained by getting more refined temporal distribution of a small amount of water on the margins of the plain did not justify the additional cost.  Therefore, the annual values available from watermaster reports will be distributed temporally.  Algorithms for doing this will be discussed in the future, but one possibility is to do a manual assessment from one or two years' microfiche data.  Another possibility, not discussed at the meeting, is to use METRIC ET to shape diversions, assuming that diversions will be more or less proportional to irrigation requirement.

Item 7 - 
The ESHMC held a discussion regarding what scenario should be evaluated next using the current version of ESPAM.  A number of the committee members wanted a “No change in policy” scenario to complement the recently completed Current Practices scenario.  Others were concerned that such a scenario could be done to obtain a predetermined answer.  It was agreed that the ESHMC would pursue a number of changes in practices or conditions with no change in policy.  The future changes discussed included canal lining, ET, recharge, crop mix, and urbanization.  The changes would be modeled in steady-state superposition mode.  Bryce Contor will develop a scenario description for the ESHMC to review and eventually endorse.

Item 8 - 
The next meeting date was set for November 13, 2007.
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