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New Mexico Water Dialogue

Regional Planning Workshop

NEW MEXICO WATER DIALOGUE
REGIONAL WATER PLANNING (RWP) WORKSHOP

September 16, 2010

Sevilleta National Wildlife Refuge

Meeting Objectives
· To share information among regional water planners
· To identify elements and activities to keep regional water planning moving forward

· To set out a process for revising the N.M. Regional Water Planning Handbook

Meeting Outcomes

The Dialogue participants and the staff of the Interstate Stream Commission water planning office committed to establish an ad-hoc group, comprising New Mexico Water Dialogue members, RWP participants from the various regions, and ISC staff, to:

· Develop the RWP update procedures, and other policies, including:
· Provisions for inter-region collaboration, and

· Achieving harmony with the structure and principles of the state water plan,

· Beginning in January 2011.
Meeting Summary

Note: This meeting summary is based on notes taken by the facilitator during the meeting. For a verbatim account of the meeting,  Bob Wessely, from the Middle Rio Grande Water Assembly, recorded all of the oral presentations and has posted them on the assembly’s website, at http://www.waterassembly.org/NMWD-9-16-10.htm
Welcome

Dialogue President Mary Murnane opened the meeting by welcoming all of the participants, and called the meeting to order. The attendees introduced themselves, indicating their home regions. 
Regional reports
The facilitator invited the 16 regions to report on their activities, highlighting the regions’ successes and failures during the development of their RWPs. The regions were asked to highlight their successes and failures and present a snapshot of where their activities are at this time.

1. Northeast – The Northeast Pipeline project is moving forward and design is 30 percent complete. Funding is in place for the intake structure. The project will serve various communities, including Portales and Clovis, from water stored at Ute Dam on the Canadian River.
2. San Juan Basin – Extensive planning resulting from the Navajo water rights settlement will serve the Navajo Nation in New Mexico and Arizona, the city of Gallup and the Jicarilla Apache Nation, and drought relief for Durango. The extensive system will bring surface water to many communities that are now served by groundwater, which is being depleted in some areas. A coal-fired power plant planned for the Navajo Nation has stalled.
3. Jemez y Sangre – The RWP was completed and JyS has completed its first update and submitted it to the ISC. The region participated in the Upstream-Downstream dialogue and conducted the Española Basin Forum. During the RWP there was Pueblo participation, and JyS want to encourage their participation in the future. There has been turnover in pueblo and local government leadership. The update has focused on focused on San Juan-Chama reliability, climate and changes in agriculture. 
4. Southwest – The RWP group completed its plan, and has not met recently, but members are active in many areas, including the Arizona/New Mexico adjudication of the San Francisco River. The region will have access to $6.6 million and 14,000 acre feet of water for use for projects related to the adjudication. Supply and demand studies are under way and many groups are involved. Planners say the adjudication is too restrictive for New Mexico.
5. Tularosa-Salt Basin – Not present
6. Cibola-McKinley – Water systems in the region are consolidating and eventually they will be linked with the Navajo/Gallup water system. The cities of Milan and Grants are developing 40-year water plans. Planners are working to identify an operator for the Gallup water system. Plans are under way for a water line from Albuquerque to Tohajiilee. Testing is under way for potential in-situ leach mining. Lack of funding is hindering the monitoring of implementation of any projects.
7. Taos – There is more interest in Taos County communities since the completion of the RWP, and is now focused on implementation and protecting watersheds and acequias. Taos County and NRCS are taking responsibility for growth management and aquifer mapping. The region developed a strong public welfare statement with standards. The conclusion of the Abeyta adjudication case brought additional people into the RWP process.
8. Mora-San Miguel-Guadalupe – the planning group is not active. The critical water issue for the region is availability of water from the Gallinas River, and the poor condition of the dams that are used for storage. Las Vegas’ primary water source, Peterson Dam, is in a dangerous condition.
9. Colfax – Not present
10. Lower Pecos Valley – the region is continuing to implement agriculture efficiencies in response to the settlement with Texas that resulted in a $14 million cash payment to Texas and future water. Planners are studying the feasibility of importing water from Texas. Plans are being developed by private investors that would locate a water pipeline from the Fort Sumner area to serve Albuquerque and Rio Rancho. 

11. Lower Rio Grande – RWP planners would like to adjust the northern boundary of the region to better reflect the change in administration of the Rio Grande at Elephant  Butte in  Sierra County. The Hatch flood in 2006 disrupted planning in the region. Elephant Butte Irrigation District reached an agreement to store water for El Paso. Levees in Las Cruces are being crowded out by growth, but could be used to store water in flood events.
12. Middle Rio Grande – water usage is greater than the available amount of water, and there is weak support for implementation of conservation measures. The region is implementing the diversion of San Juan-Chama water, and there is a shortage of water rights to serve the region. Tribal participation was lacking in the planning process. The region has no drought plan and estimated population growth could require the retirement of up to 20,000 acres of farmland.
13. Estancia – after separating from the Middle Rio Grande region, completed the first RWP that was accepted by the ISC, before the original template was approved. Irrigators are adopting more conservative irrigation practices and are choosing more efficient crops, and watersheds are being monitored.
14. Rio Arriba – Rio Arriba County adopted an agriculture ordinance that requires at least 70 percent of land be retained in agriculture for any development projects. A circuit rider position was funded to work with mutual domestic water systems. 

15. Socorro-Sierra – the RWP planning group disbanded when the plan was completed. There is not much population growth in the region, but there is worry about growth upstream in the MRG. A program has been created where agriculture can defer irrigation. Planners feel the Socorro-Sierra regional water plan is not compatible with other plans that share the Rio Grande.
16. Lea County – potash mining and the nuclear industry are the significant new factors in Lea County. Cloud seeding has been successful and many farmers are converting to drip irrigation. Planners are discussing how waters produced in the oil and gas industry could be treated and re-used in an appropriate way. Lea County produces approximately 44 million gallons per day of water from oil wells, and much of that is re-injected into abandoned wells
Inter-Regional Planners Discussion

Jean Witherspoon and Aron Balok, NMWD Board Members, introduced the discussion on inter-regional relationships and issues. Participants were asked to spend some time with representatives from other regions and to identify conflicts and opportunities that would improve RWP planning between them, or in general. Below are reports from the ad-hoc groups:
1. Participants from Catron, Torrance, Chaves, Socorro counties:

· Focus on inter-basin transfers due to urban demand; this will result in haves and have-nots.

· Preference that water be purchased and not “stolen”;
· Older farmers have property rights in their water; some will sell, some will conserve, some will bequeath;
· State should end the water rights transfer “shell-game” and say “no” to the transferring of “sham” rights.
2. Estancia Basin/Middle Rio Grande

· (Estancia) Protect farming – farming needs to change – tilling and irrigation techniques, water harvesting
· (MRG) Has to become more efficient, help farmers make better crop choices

3. New Mexico/Arizona state line regions

· Less conflict in San Juan, Cibola-McKinley due to years of planning and a successful adjudication involving the Navajo Nation
· Some conflict and concern arose with the adjudication process between New Mexico and Arizona
· New Mexico and Arizona share data, but some gauges in Arizona are being defunded. New Mexico needs the data since the San Francisco River runs from Arizona into New Mexico and back again.
4. Socorro/ Middle Rio Grande

· Boundaries don’t matter when water is traded

· Ecosystem versus industry (Intel) still a conflict
· Explore benefits of urban farming (Albuquerque)
· Worry that the next governor will discard RWP planning
· Standardize regional and state water planning with similar metrics

· Keep inviting tribal representatives / pueblos are contributing 

· Thinning watersheds upstream helps water users downstream
· Water supports fish and wildlife, not just aesthetics

5. Taos / Rio Arriba / Jemez y Sangre

· Collaboration can lessen conflict, sharing information about what each other are struggling with. 

· Importance of agriculture – land-based occupations and tourism

· Fears in Taos of transfers (Top of the World) and fears of purchases from acequias

· Importance of accounting of water uses
· Recognition of private ownership of water and the public good it supports

6. Lower Rio Grande / Southwest / Sierra-Socorro / Middle Rio Grande / Jemez y Sangre
· RWP planning region boundaries need to be adjusted

· If upstream is responsible for watersheds and conservation, downstream users should pay for it

· Water quality focus is needed
· Some aquifers needing attention: Uvas in Doña Ana/Luna/Sierra; and San Agustin Plains

· State water plan was written in the middle of the RWP process, should be done from the bottom up

· Funding – it will be cheaper to update an existing plan

· Conservation easements can be competitive with urban uses – there is a business case
· Questions about conservation easements – vintage of water rights that can be retained, compensation levels, new way of thinking about agriculture

Funding for Updates and Implementation

Representative Don Tripp of Socorro and Patricia Dominguez of Senator Bingaman’s office reported on the prospects for funding and implementing RWP in New Mexico.

Rep. Tripp outlined the various sources of revenues that apply to water, but said that there is very little money that can be used for any updates. He said that the state budget will have to be cut about $150 million. Severance taxes will supply some funding for the Water Trust Board and the Tribal Infrastructure Fund.

Patricia Dominguez outlined the various sources of revenues that are available this year for water planning purposes. She added that no new funding will be available for such things as the Abeyta water rights adjudication, saying that the lame-duck Congress is unlikely to pass any appropriation bills other than continuing resolutions.
Other topics covered include:

· New Mexico Tech is conducting aquifer mapping

· Consider the pooling of financial resources among regions so that some regions could undertake their updates and all regions would be able to complete their updates over a few years

· The Interstate Stream Commission staff is organizing a baseline water rights database in a spatial database, in order to quantify all rights in the Middle Rio Grande, which will be followed by a land use survey in the spring.
The full Q and A from this session is available at http://www.waterassembly.org/NMWD-9-16-10.htm
RWP planning Update Draft Template 
Conci Bokum introduced a discussion about RWP updates, and distributed a draft procedure, written in 2008, detailing the steps that regions could use to update their regional plans. Now that all of the 16 regions have completed their inaugural RWPs, the Dialogue is asking that they work together to draft the procedures that will be used in the updates.

The Dialogue drafted the document that became the Interstate Stream Commission’s 1994 RWP planning Handbook. 
In addition to the agreements cited in the Meeting Outcomes section above, workshop participants raised the following questions, concerns and suggestions:

· How can updates be done without sufficient funding?

· What laws have changed that would affect the update process?

· How long will the updates take?

· Would all regions be updating their plans all at the same time?

· There is a disconnection between RWP planning/policy, and the process of funding/implementing projects.

· Updates should result in “usability,” so that components of the plans could be implemented.
· Template should be divided into “process” and “substance.”

· There is a need for inter-regional coordination.

· It is difficult to coordinate between regions because regions have “ownership” in their approaches.
· Many regional plans have sub-regional plans, based on counties or watersheds.

· Participation must include all key parties.

· Updates should use templates for information gathering so the data is consistent, and “scorecards” should be used to find where regions stand.
· Define consensus decision-making process.

· Use a common template for consistency and purpose for both the RWPs and the state water plan.

· How will the updates be used?

· Who pays for individual plans?

· Adopt a “Texas-style” water planning model that drives funding for implementation – the regional plans constitute the state water plan and it is integrated.
· ISC will need a process for acceptance of updates.
Commitments
· Angela Schackel-Bordegaray, water planner for the ISC, and other staffers, agreed to work with Dialogue members and other regional water planners to develop RWP update procedures and related policies, including harmony with the state water plan and inter-regional communication, beginning in January 2011.

Submitted by: Ed Moreno, facilitator

Comments, questions and clarifications should be communicated to the facilitator at edmoreno@newmexico.com, or by calling 505-466-2006
Attendees
(To be provided)
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