January 11th Meeting
Attendees:


John Brown – Water Dialogue
Peggy Johnson – Socorro/Sierra

Elaine Hebard – MRG Planning Region

Lisa Robert – MRG/Water Dialogue/APA

Liz Zeiler – Interstate Stream Commission

Conci Bokum- Jemez and Sangre

Sig Silber – Jemez and Sangre


Patti Bushee – Office of the State Engineer
Susan Kelly – Utton Center

Torild Kristiansen - Utton Center
No changes to minutes of last meeting.

Purpose to review Scope of Work – the first step is to work on consistency of data and then consolidate and tie it in with the specific project.

Regarding 2(c), clarify that it’s data gaps plus data levels (the level of data is different between the regions as well as between the sub-regions).  Elaine to email Susan wording for proposed rewrite of 2(c).

Agreement among this group had been reached on much of the Draft Scope of Work, but not on the latter part.  Focus on conservation and implementation of projects common to all 3 plans and pare it down to something manageable that the 3 groups could work on.
A preface can acknowledge that conservation doesn’t solve the problem, but it’s something we can work on and it will take some of the pressure off.  

Discussion about whether to include the regional vulnerability (regarding climate change).  Noted that the Regional Water Plans as well as the State Water Plan are being updated.  This is where we can analyze and deal with vulnerability.
The plans already address drought and maybe they should address “disaster”.  Everyone understands that water is very vulnerable in New Mexico.  Don’t let this group get lost in global problems.  Focus on something that it can get done.

Conservation will let us do that.

Since we can’t address all the important issues, maybe we could create a list of important issues and append it to the Scope of Work.

Perhaps that list should be for items to be addressed by the regional water plans as topics we work on together.

Another item for the list is the consistency of metrics (measuring).
That is something the ISC need to take the lead on.

Regarding the Workshops, we brought advocates and policy makers together to have them get a basic understanding of the problems shared by everyone in the basin.  We erred in not giving enough time for that to gel – to let the politicians work out how it impacts their own area.  By the end of Workshop 3 we didn’t get to where we had wanted to be.  We need to have these people think as a Basin, and consistency does that.  They need to think that we share the problem.

There are lots of political entities in each basin and they don’t look at it as if they are part of a basin.  Similar issue came up in and ESA group regarding forebearance.  It’s an issue of how do we integrate the political groups.

It’s important to get people to think as a basin.  We need to look at consequences of what one basin wants to do because all the consequence are tied together – social, economic, hydrologic.
Yes but there are constraints. We need to be careful in how we present these big problems – keep people at the table. We’re ahead of our time.  The political entities currently think they are better off solving their own problems.  We can’t tackle that problem head on.  We need a framework of something to hang it on.

Another mistake of the Workshop was that we asked people not to put their affiliation on their name tag.  We should have acknowledged each person’s problems.

We have come close to losing the Upstream Downstream group.  Our first task is to keep people at the table.  Santa Fe thinks consistency is really important.  Currently everyone is looking at others to do conservation.  Our second main task is to internally have the hard conversations to see how we can break through.

First we have to bring something back to the bigger Up-Down group.  We also can tell them we will get back to them with a list of things to deal with in the regional water plans.

Conservation is a good thing for us to work on together.
What about a two-prong approach?  Conservation and then, what can we do to make Ag conservation work - and if we can’t make it work, why not?
As a large region we have strengths and weaknesses and we need to look at it.  We have MRGCD in this region which is unlike any other institution in the state and therefore makes this basin unique (particularly in reference to the double-dipping issues).
But if we start to look at conservation anew, what does that do to our regional water plan, which we worked really hard on?

I don’t think what we plan to do will interfere with your regional water plan.  This group is talking conservation, and we’re going to see if we can break through to discuss Ag conservation.

We should start with urban conservation.  Then, what can we do to make Ag conservation successful.  If not, why not? (what is the potential?)  in the long run.  First, what are the limitations to Ag conservation.

Also add understanding the ramification/give and take when you move water around. It would be a major step forward if you can get to that understanding, by the public.

We can’t go the bigger group with a long list.  We need to bring something small and pithy – just one page.  We should condense and not append a back-up list.

A lot of education is going to have to happen.

It’s not as difficult to deal with urban conservation as it is with Ag conservation.

We should look at all three – domestic, commercial/industrial, and Ag.
You will solve 80% of the consistency problem if you work on conservation.

How do we show success? Cities/counties will say “we are already doing conservation.”  We need to see what we could do better as a basin-wide conservation initiative.

It can be better to be competitive.  Set basin-wide goals and have the regions develop regional ways of getting there.

All this is good but we don’t want to encourage competition between the regions – we want the regions to start thinking we all have these problems as a basin.

Starting to go through the draft list of ideas to work on as a basin:

What about metering and tax on new domestic wells? No, bringing up taxing is a bad idea.

What about metering?  Add an item to the list under Item 2 regarding uncertainties that are unquantified – something like “quantify uncertainties in water budgets” and move it up in the list.  Peggy to email that sentence to Susan.

Under Item 3 – conservation - should we delete “b”? Yes.
Regarding building standards – don’t list if it’s being done by the legislature.

Try to identify what the impact of proposed changes in building codes is on water.

Cross off “c”; item “e” is subsumed in Ag; Item “f” is part of consistency

Tell the state we’re going to deal with evaporative loss at Elephant Butte.

We could offer the group a constituent education component – it’s a value added.  It might be a good addition.

Yes, the education component is key. It’s a good idea, but can you get the right people to come to hear these stories and incorporate the ideas into their own strategies.
Getting back to the list – can we come up with another thing in case building codes is a non-starter?

Conservation education at a regional level. Like the Water Festival. Supporting state funding for smaller communities to do education.

Plugging losses – the cities have done lots of it, but not the smaller communities, so that’s a good region-wide issue.

Do criteria need to be developed for unaccounted for water?  That’s a win-win.

In Santa Fe, they went into the lines with cameras and it turned out that there were not many leaks, but there were lots of billing problems. 
But it might be an attractive thing to bring to the group.

The more refining of where the water goes, the better off we are – accounting for the water. For example, some “ag” is “riparian”

Unaccounted for water reduction plan – and not just for the city – for urban and Ag
Strategy could be for getting money as a basin from the $10 million leak detection pot.  The regions could share data to make proposal together.
Item “h” –– for example, the issue of water used for cooling in power plants – should the power plant look at dry cooling instead.  We should have a more general approach and that anyone using a large amount of water must consider alternatives.  (This could be for developers, industries, agriculture, etc.)  It’s like “best management practices.” And once one has looked at alternatives, it could be used by others in the same business.

These could be prototypes for other regions of the State.

Measuring/reporting would be good for a basin-wide approach.

Water transfer criteria – where to put it? After conservation – “Okay, so you conserve, then what?”

If the OSE says there’s no potential for Ag conservation, I don’t think that’s correct.  There are potentially positive effects – it’s all wrapped together.
After conservation you have a new basis to talk about the other issues – that’s Phase 2

Another question – keep in language about outcome?  Should we be looking at structure of planning process? – Phase 3?  Yes – it would help strengthen each regional planning process.  It would also help the State better administer the basin.  One of our future work products might be suggestions to the state on process issues.

Another issue is the consequences of dedications – what water has been allocated?

Back to the list:


Remove “i”


Remove “j”


Remove “m”


Remove “o”

What about a “basin-wide” drought plan? Difficult with uncertainties that exist in water rights ownership.
Focus on : Consistency;
Implementation;
Possible future activities

What is regional and what needs to be done state-wide



Change building codes



Tax incentives

This group is willing to have one more meeting, which is set for January 29th at 10:00 am at the Utton Center.
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