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Introduction/Purpose

Sandy Fabritz welcomed attendees.

Review of Colorado River Operational Model and Overview of Modeling Assumptions

Tom Carr, Office of Colorado River Management at the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) utilized a PowerPoint presentation to provide attendees with information regarding the CRSSez model.  For more specific information, the PowerPoint presentation is posted on the AWBA web page and the handouts distributed at the meeting are available upon request.  A brief summary of the concepts discussed by Mr. Carr is as follows:

1.
Lake Mead is the operating reservoir within the model and variables that can be manipulated are starting reservoir elevation, protect levels within the reservoir and surplus/shortage strategies to be utilized.  There are two surplus strategies currently being modeled.  The 70R strategy results in a surplus declaration if flood control releases are anticipated (if inflow exceeds the 70th percentile).  This 70R strategy has been adopted by the federal government as the operating strategy.  The model can also use a surplus strategy  based on the interim surplus guidelines.  

The shortage strategy involves protection of a specific lake elevation with a specific probability.  For example, 80P1050/915 denotes 80% protection of elevation 1050’ with a minimum lake elevation of 915’.  Mr. Carr reviewed this graphically and identified the important lake elevations as 1083 (power head), 1050 (SNWA intake) and 1000 (SNWA lowest intake).  The model limits Arizona uses to 2.3 MAF when a shortage occurs, however, at minimum pool Arizona’s uses may be even more limited as at that point outflow will be limited to being equal to inflow.

2.
Upper Basin uses can be varied in the model and various values are utilized.  In current model runs, California and California uses are maxed out at their full allocations. Arizona uses can also be varied.  Upper Basin values can range from 4.1 MAF, which is the current (2000) use.  Upper Basin projections are about 5.5 MAF by 2060.  Runs done by the AWBA have capped Upper Basin uses at 4.8 MAF. 

3.
Deliveries to Mexico can be varied.  The Treaty requires 1.5 MAF with an additional 200,000 acre-feet during times of surplus.  Currently more water is being delivered to Mexico as by-pass deliveries due to in-operation of the Yuma Desalter.  (YDP).  The model permits the YDP to be operational or inoperational with user selected start dates.

Model Runs and Sensitivity Analysis

Mr. Carr stated that the model was run 200 times with different permutations of the input variables. Sensitivity analysis was then done on three variables:  Lake Mead minimum elevation; amount of shortage to Arizona uses; and Upper Basin demand.  Mr. Carr provided graphs illustrating the impact of the various levels of the variables and he noted that varying the Upper Basin demand from 4.1 MAF to 5.4 MAF showed very significant differences in the amount of water available to the CAP. 

Preliminary Results

Staff selected eight scenarios as representative and graphed the average annual CAP supplies for each of them.  

Mr. Carr was asked if the projections included Colorado using all of their water.  Mr. Carr replied that the 5.4 MAF scenario did.  He was asked what process would be used to keep Arizona uses at a modeled level.  Mr. Carr replied that this would come out of negotiations and agreements with the federal government and operational procedures.  There was a question regarding runs with the ISG surplus criteria.  Mr. Carr replied that those runs were present in the larger graph of all runs but that it was not one of the 8 scenarios selected as representative.  He noted that varying between the 70R and ISG scenarios did not show significant impact in water availability.  Additionally, ISG is only for a limited time period.  There was a question regarding Senator Wash and accidental deliveries to Mexico.  Mr. Carr stated that the model has between 30,000 and 50,000 acre-feet of overage built in.  Current overage was 57,000 acre-feet.  There was a question regarding whether the baseline assumptions included the ability for CAP to divert more water if other on-river users use less.  Mr. Carr replied that this flexibility is not included in the model, hence, the amounts available to CAP could be considered to be conservative, at least in this regard.

Next Steps

Ms. Fabritz referred attendees to the handouts and informed them that the information was split out by modeling assumptions and spreadsheet assumptions.  These assumptions are what will be evaluated at the next meeting and what decisions need made about.  She noted that future topics will include examination of water supply availability (in conjunction with CAGRD process) and development of ideas for identifying the potential for exceeding protection zone limits. 

Upcoming Meetings

Ms. Fabritz noted that the next meeting is scheduled for September 29, 2003 at ADWR from 1:00-3:00 p.m.

� This document was prepared as a summary of the meeting for informational purposes only.  Official minutes will not be prepared.  All handouts provided at the meeting are available upon request or can be accessed on the AWBA web page.
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