National Integrated Drought Information System (NIDIS)

Monitoring Gaps Assessment Workshop

Wednesday, Dec. 10, 2008

NOAA/DSRC, 325 Broadway, Boulder, CO

Outreach Classroom, GB124
Key Points from the meeting
Nolan – Decision makers need indices.  Drought monitor not the answer.
Roger – Restrict our focus to Lakes Powell and Mead, Colorado-Big Thompson, and Denver Water.  Where do we have reliable data?  Where don’t we?  Understand climatological drought in the upper Colorado River Basin.

Kelly – What bad decisions were made due to gaps in the monitoring?  What good decisions were made?

Jim – What about insightful questions for interviewing those who use the monitoring systems?
Rob – referred to a report from the Utah Division of Water Resources called Drought in Utah:  Learning from the Past – Preparing for the Future. http://www.water.utah.gov/DroughtReport/Drought2008A.pdf.  
Rob - Pattern recognition is a trigger.
Nolan – Brought up the wx forecasting vs. monitoring issue, heartily seconded by Michelle as an important issue.  
Kirk – Are we making effective use of what’s already there?  How are we using what’s already there?

Kelly – What do we almost have?  In other words, what could we add to existing platforms?

Jim – Suggests modeling studies with and without certain types of data

Rob – We’re doing OK with temperature and precip.  The problems are with sublimation, ET, and soil moisture.  In a paper recently submitted to JGR, Rob and others have found a 3-year lag between SST changes in the Pacific and precipitation patterns in Salt Lake.
Michelle – In 2002 there were issues with soil moisture

Rob – COOP stations don’t measure winds and humidity

Michelle – Soil moisture model is forced with streamflow

Steve Wolff presentation (post on web if OK)
Colorado River Compact Administration Program
Consumptive use, mostly irrigation

Driven by levels at Lake Powell

Upgrading and adding gages at diversion points, with telemetry.  100 new or upgraded gages in 2009/2010
Landsat calibration of ET for Wyoming
2 eddy covariance towers installed in July ‘08

How to decide where to install/upgrade?  (1) Areas with regulatory issues; (2) Geographic representation; (3) size of diversion

Michelle – Green River basin needs better monitoring

Jim – Modelers need easy access to data, especially streamflow

Kirk – USGS makes data available

Stonefly Technology produced a great setup for hydrodata (through Wyoming)

Roger likes the Western Watershed report, but we could improve upon it.  Add test cases and special events.  Where’s ecosystems?  Where do models fall apart?  How could monitoring have made a difference?

Kelly – There’s lots of interest in what will happen next spring.  A good setting for asking people to pay attention to what measurements they need and what they perceive as missing.  Next spring could be a specific event.
Roger and Kelly – both think the Western Watershed report is a good template for us.  

Kelly proposes we go for “medium” detail in our report, tap into the experts, and make sure we come up with something practical and useful, achievable.  This report could be a positive outcome of the pilot process.  

Gage both rivers before a confluence.

Sublimation – sometimes using an approximation is OK.  Other times need more exact information.  What do you need in certain situations (…out on the tails)?

Nolan – Have we adequately exploited streamflow data?

Nolan asks Mike about NRCS native flow reconstruction.  Mike says that diversion information is not known in real-time.

SNOTEL is organized by state.  Need a “basinized” version.

Kirk brought up the issue of scale.  Is our audience concerned with Lakes Powell and Mead or is it a group of irrigators?
Kelly – Informal presentations of networks and issues

Needs evolve over time.

Pilot should encourage placing new instruments at established stations

RAWS USA Climate Archive, http://www.raws.dri.edu/, is the next network down in elevation from SNOTEL.  RAWS and SNOTEL are the largest networks outside of NOAA.  RAWS is driven by fire wx needs (mainly BLM and Forest Service), and is underutilized.  It was less reliable in the ‘80’s, but is better now.  Available at RFC site – could be more user friendly.
NOAA’s Historical Climatology Network – Modernized (HCN-M) http://www.weather.gov/ops2/ops24/hcn-m.htm.  Upgrades to COOP system.  Place sites on a 50-mile grid, starting in SW US (partly because of NIDIS).  5-min data broadcast every hour.  “CRN light.”  Science teams approve the sites.  

Monitoring gaps studies are like herding cats.

Ask people “To do what you do, what are your monitoring needs?  What could you use to improve?”

Our report will be useful for lobbying for resources.

Steve suggests we look at where we’ve lost gages.  Those sites were probably originally chosen for a good reason.

Michelle – Suggests that at her office they can assess how they do in each basin and correlate with SNOTEL coverage.

Mike asks if the sites are in the right places.  Michelle says it would take resources to determine.
Kelly asks if we are prepared to measure adequately in the face of climate change, e.g., in the higher elevations.

Robin says SNODAS calculates sublimation.  Michelle says they use it qualitatively, but no decision yet on how good it is.

Kirk – For USGS, start with National Streamflow Information Program (NSIP, http://water.usgs.gov/nsip/) and gages not in operation.
Rob – What about the ET- thermal band needed on the satellite remote sensing (referring to chapter in Western Watershed report)
Kirk – Ice effects at stream gages are an issue.  Measurements imply low flow, but it could just be ice interference.
The group decided our deliverable will be a report outlining a plan for assessing gaps in the Upper Colorado River Basin monitoring, with the following timeline:
Martin Luther King Day, 1/19/09


Monitoring gaps core group members respond to NIDIS program office email with proposed activities for a monitoring gaps assessment

Groundhog Day, 2/2/09


NIDIS program office distributes the synthesized responses to the Scoping workshop group (all those who attended the Oct. 1-2 meeting) for comment

Presidents’ Day, 2/16/09

Comments on the plan are due back to the NIDIS program office

Independence Day, 7/4/09

NIDIS program office distributes a first draft of the report to the monitoring gaps core group for comment

International Friendship Day, 8/2/09

Comments from the monitoring gaps core group due back to the NIDIS program office

Labor Day, 9/7/09

NIDIS program office distributes a second draft of the report to the monitoring gaps core group for comment

Confucius’ Birthday 9/28/09

Comments from the monitoring gaps core group due back to the NIDIS program office

Columbus Day, 10/12/09

Final version of the report is complete and submitted to the NIDIS Executive Council and key agency leaders

