December 13th Meeting
Attendees:


John Brown – by phone

Peggy Johnson – Socorro/Sierra

Elaine Hebard – MRG Planning Region

Lisa Robert – MRG/Water Dialogue/APA

Liz Zeiler – Interstate Stream Commission

Angela Bordegaray – Interstate Stream Commission

Conci Bokum- Jemez and Sangre

Sig Silber – Jemez and Sangre


Susan Kelly – Utton Center

Torild Kristiansen - Utton Center
John Brown suggested a change to the agenda, as follows:
1.  Review / edit notes of Nov. 8th meeting.
2.  Review Sig's memo 
3.  Review matrix showing 3 regions implementation alternatives.

4.  Review SSPA reconciliation report (attached)
5.  Review Peter Krai report
6.  Discuss / amend revised Scope of Work (11/28/06).
7.  Next steps for this group and U/D project


a.  Report to full U/D project


b.  Panel at Dialogue meeting


c.  Shop SOW at OSE/ISC


d.  Relationship with Atalaya Water Project?
Notes of Last Meeting:
Remove first person references.
Under “Regional Plans” – it says they don’t have standing.  The point is that although this is the Year of Water, neither the Governor’s water agenda nor the AWRM regulations mention the regional plans. This point should be clarified in notes.  

Also, regarding the Ad hoc committee, add:  there should be an effort to tie transfer policies to regional water plans and to basin-wide considerations. 

Discussed what we do with the notes. At the end of the subgroup’s work, highlight key elements of this process and send out a summary to the entire Upstream-Downstream group.   
Report on Next Steps from last meeting:
1. Shomaker report – Liz will share pertinent chapters of the report, but ISC doesn’t think it will be very helpful in light of the Papadapolous study.  She clarified that in 2001 the Legislature authorized a water resource assessment for the entire State, which resulted in this Shomaker Report.  The ISC never released the Report, but the material about basins was appended to the Water Plan.
2. Matrix – Elaine provided the matrix which she had received from Mary Helen and the Utton Center deleted all the other regions for the purpose of this project and sent it out.

3. Papadapolous Report – Liz obtained it and sent it out.

4. Notes – Utton Center prepared and sent.
5. Contact Shomaker – Susan did not contact Shomaker, decided to wait for group to decide if still wanted.
6. Peter Krai Paper – Conci located it. Copies were made and distributed.
Sig had a chart entitled Rio Grande Compact Cumulative Delivery Departure, 1940-2006 which he obtained at the last Interim Committee meeting.  He handed out copies.  He feels it contradicts the SSPA report, or at least that there is a need to be able to explain it.  (Susan requested ISC address at next Up-Down subgroup meeting.)  ISC intends to put these charts on their website each year.

Sig Silber’s List of problems and challenges:
Sig listed the problems of water planning and the challenges the basin has in overcoming them if we want to improve the situation.  Until we get people to take Regional Plans seriously, we aren’t going to get anywhere.  For example, we need to get wording into any relevant upcoming bills in the legislature saying how the bill is tied in with the Regional Water Plans.  After that, it makes sense for our three plans to integrate. Sig’s first three items are institutional problems.  How do the regional plans articulate with the State Water Plan.  The Ad Hoc committee should not be the sole committee to articulate with the SWP.

Discussion: 

It seems to come down to whether we should work on developing an integrated planning process or proceed with implementation of the plans that we have. 
Opinions:  

Doesn’t see the role of this group to develop solution to institutional problems. 

Up/Down should be active in solving a problem.  We shouldn’t lose the opportunity for the 3 regions to move forward. People want to see that we can agree on something and accomplish something.
Ok, but accomplishment needs to include how the three regions integrate as a model for others.
These goals are not mutually exclusive.  If we came up with a proposal for our regions, other areas can use it as an example.

If we can keep Up/Down together to work on a project, that would be progress.  ISC is reluctant to spend more money on planning alone.  We can do further planning, but do it in the context of a specific project that we can all agree on. One of the things to work on is to show the implementation of the plans.  

ISC’s  perspective is that they are implementing the Regional Plans and the State Plan.  The legislature wants to see progress on the existing plans. The matrix shows we have some commonalities but we have much more work to do.  ISC believes that water supply is the problem. The commonality is that we don’t have enough water.  From a natural resource perspective, a county line does not define a region.

Water transfers are a problem, and the discussion should move toward that problem. There needs to be something to protect small communities’ rights.  

These are basin-wide issues: the lack of water, transfers, etc. are not just each region’s problem, they are all of ours. 
We need to get consistency of data, but it can’t be where we stop.  We should agree that it’s one of the things we do.
Proposal: 
First we should do one easy thing – work on consistency.  Second, address the issue about building codes that deal with water conservation.  If we conserve, it takes some of the pressure off the water transfer market.  Third, we need to deal with the issue of the conflict between Rural and Urban areas.  

At first there was concern about the authority of this group, but that’s not the big issue.  We need a group who can think of solutions, a think tank, who can propose solutions to the stakeholders who do have the authority.

There is a need for this group to keep an eye on the central problem – scarcity.  In a fully-appropriated system, when someone has a need, it’s all about transfers.  We need to solve problems without warfare.  Focusing on supply side solutions is done at the risk of ignoring underlying problems.

Water conservation isn’t supply side – it’s reducing demand.

General support expressed for the suggestion to address conservation.  It might be the least controversial and we might get to all the items on the agenda by going down that route.

Conservation should not be done to fuel growth.  And there has to be an alternative to water transfers.  Solving one region’s desire for growth cannot be at the total expense of another region.  That’s a discussion we need to have. 
Conservation needs to be tied to what the conserved water is used for.
The UNM Rio Rancho campus is going to look at building codes to focus on water and energy conservation.

Split in opinion: we need to look at new sources of water vs. there is no new water.
If we start with water conservation, it will enable us to move to other issues. This group has an opportunity to raise the basin deficit problem to a high visibility.
The Governor is working on new buildings conserving energy and water.  With Albuquerque and Santa Fe telling developers they need to acquire water rights and bring them to us – it’s fueling water transfers.  Growth management is currently not a politically viable approach – it will become more acceptable when people realize there is a problem. This is about people learning to live with a lot less.  But it will take a long time.  Don’t underestimate focusing on conservation.  Conservation can take some pressure off the market and it educates people about the water supply.

Counter point: It’s delaying the inevitable.
What we learned from the Upstream-Downstream workshops was that implementation and coordination of the 3 regional plans can’t be solved in a large group.  It’s too much.  Conservation is something this group can make progress on and it will get us into other questions.

We have an opportunity here to start talking about not just conservation, but also transfers.  How transfers will occur, interface with water rights, hydrology, and water plans. We are not going to prevent transfers.

The MRG has the problem of dedication, which was done for 20 years, and it’s a huge problem.  This isn’t an issue in any other part of the state, so it makes sense for Up-Down to take this on rather than leave the discussion in the Ad Hoc committee.
We need one more meeting. And we didn’t have time to talk about the Atalaya project.
Next meeting:
January 11th 10:00 am (work through lunch).

Peggy’s notes as written on blackboard:
1. Consistency in data, budget, tie to larger product, foundation.  Getting on same page.

2. Develop building codes that result in water savings (other safe project)
· implementing RWP recommendations – e.g.  2 projects from S. Kelly draft list
· need mechanisms that take pressure off of water market

· supply-side solutions/reducing demand with conservation [cap & trade]

3. Conflicts – Ag – urban, Region-Region, Intra-regional conflicts

· Ground rules for resolving social conflicts

· Process to integrate plans and balance budgets

· Water transfers – procedures governing interface with regional plan, water rights, hydrology

· MRG-specific problems (dedications)

4. Alternatives to transfers – growth management/tie land use and water use at local level

· unintended consequences:  don’t drive water market

· Rio Arriba

5. Education:  deficit, supply, sustainability, value of water/use
6. Establish governance structure to implement plans; project recommendations
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